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ABSTRACT 

The text of federal oversight hearings on Title III 
of the Institutional Aid Program is presented. Statements by various 
college administrators, higher education association representatives, 
and state legislators are included. The proposed regulations were 
issued pursuant to Titl^lII of the Education Amendments of 1980. In 
addition to clarifying^ the Department of Education's (ED) p^pposed 
regulations, the hearing is also designed to identify the data needed 
t3 carry out Congress's intent and to assure smooth operation of the 
grant process. Attention is directed to four basic issues: (1) 
institutional eligibility and use of 1978-1979 Pell Grant data in 
determining institutional eligibility; (2) the definition of 
"substantial" as proposed in the regulation; (3) emphasis on 
achieving institutional self-sufficiency or graduation from the Title 
III program; and (4) the regulatory limitations placed on explicit 
statutory set-asides for community colleges and historically black 
colleges. To be eligible, an institution must enroll a substantial 
percentage of students receiving need-based student financial 
assistance under Title IV, and the average amount of this student 
assistance must be high as compared with similar institutions. Based 
on the ED assumption that Congress expected that the statutory 
eligibility criteria would identify institutions that serve 
low-income students, the Department suggests that 35 percent be used 
as the definition of "substantial percentage," and advises that the 
high-average award requirement in the law be deleted. (SW) 
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OVERSIGHT HEARINGf ON TITLE III OF THE 
INSTITUTIONAL AID PROGRAM 



THURSDAY, N'OVEMHKR 12, 1981 ^ 

House of Representatives. 
Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education, 

Committee on Education and Labor, 

Washington, D,C, 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9.45 a.m., in room 
2237. Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Paul Simon (chairman 
of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Members prebent. Representatives Simon, Andrews, Eckait, and 
Erdahl. 

Also present: Representative Derrick. 

Staff present. William Blakey, counsel, and Jennifer Vance, mi- 
nority senior legislative associate. 

\lr. Erdahl (acting chairman). Good morning. Perhaps ^e could 
get the hearing underwa>. Chairpian Simon it delayed at another 
meeting and will be along shortl>, as well ab some of m> other col 
leagues, but I am certain that membeis^^of the several panels bchud 
uled for toda> have other things on their agenda. I think it is well 
that we get underway, so that we can get the testimon> onto the 
record. 

Toda> we have an oversight hearing on title III, the institutional 
aid program. Perhaps it would be proper, sinc*e Gh^^airman Simon is 
not here, to read a statement that I think gives tT\o proper back 
ground for the meeting, the reason for the meeting. I understand 
there is some concern over the formula. We have bome people from 
the various in^titutionb and colleger involved here toda>, represent 
ing man> others, of course, who cannot be here, dealing w ith some 
proposed regulationb, and with perhaps some needed changes in 
the statute. 

I will read Chairman Simon s statement for the record at this 
time: 

Tho Subtoinnuttue on PosUuLondar> EUuLatioii toda> is hulding ap uversiglit 
j> hcanii); uii die prutn/dca title IKp in^titutiunal aid rfgulatiun^tj^vhich ^VL*r;;*(HtbIibht*d 
m liiu Federal HeRi&ter on Jul> JO, 108L These regulations were issued pursuant tu 
title III of the Education* Amendments of 19S0, Public La\vJ)G 371, almost 10 
months after the new law was enacted. / " , 

Title III funds have made a subs^ntial impact on the growth and development of 
man> of the Nations small ef colleges, especial I> comma nit> collegeb and the 
histonLall> blcitk colleges and universities. Uftfortunatel>, the program has also 
been plagued b> administrative problems and continuing controversy. 

Dunng la&t .year's reauthon/^ition process, this subcommittee and 5ubLonmiittee& 
m the other bod> spent more time reviewing the title III program than an> other, 
except student auj. We nought guidance from the adminiotration, eligible institu 

(1) ♦ 
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^i.ui-*. aiul Htluf» kik tU »tU»j>jaK a i\**ikabli* tofinula fur uhji»cti\i'I.v Jet it mi in tig iiihti- 
tutii*h^ti ilnKttnlitv Dn' t*4in^ii'^** >\tinUti t«> and tlecidfu tu ri»pl*uf ihv \aguu ciiti** 
r»a tht- old divi'Iopui^ *i»-titulK*i»r» |*iu^raui. that out of tlit nuun>trfam and 
>tru)*^hii^ tor ^un i\ al 

Tht fti'W law i5o\erning thi- pro>;r*tiu h»ib two ob|fcti\i* dftiTiniiiants ul i'Ii^iblit>^ 
F*r^t. thi iU^titutioii mu>t \ui\v a M4b>taiitial nuinbur of Mudttits rcciMviug hi>;hui 
than a>iTa>;t IVII f;r*iut av\ard». part A, tind or a substantial number of Mudfnts 
rt%i4\in^ hiKbi-r than avt-K-t^t' ^ranti* undtr title IV. part B, and, i>fcond» the t^^t»tu- 
t** A niu>t also have low auraK^ fducational ami gfi»t?ral t'Xpt* nditurt'N tliat V K and 
(*, fHT tuU tinu iH{ui\ak*nt htudent when Lunipared with sinulai in>titiitiun> 

Thi *u>t4tutiun must aL>o bt Ittjallv aiithori/ud tu pru\idt* witliin the State a pro- 
jirani leading tu a bati. a laureate degree The >chuol must be accredited 

Tht «.ritena (Vnj,resN m lifted were inteiided lu idintif> ^chuul^ and target <tid un 
a unntexi nuuiber of eligible >chooU, not ne*,e>i»aril> all of the previously eligible in- 
stitutions On the other han(h tht* Cungre>s did not intend to dislocate an entire 
liav^ ol eligible ln^tltut^on^ 

Tht hea«jins toiKi> i^^ intended to obtain a belter undt rst*inding of the Depart- 
aunt ^ propt>Ned ^regulations, clarifv the ilat«i ntieiled to cari> out Congress s intent 
and ivure smooth operation of the grant pioces.s m the i.omnig >ear 

Wt want to address lour Uisic issues. One, institutional eligibility and use of 
?!) Pell grant dtit»i in dett i mining institutional eligibility, two, the definition of 
-substantial as proposed m tlu reguUition. three, eniph«isis un a\,hie\ing in^tltut^onai 
MlIsutlkaiKv .»! graduation from tlie title III piegram, and» four, the regulaturv 
hitittatioie^ pKufil on lApIi^it statutory set asides fur communitv colleges and the 
historical I V black coHegei< and uhiven»Uies 

1 this Paul Sinit^n spraking h*i\e personally received more than letters on 
ihesi and r« lati d iv^ues in addition, many of my colkvigues in the House have writ- 
ten or spoken to im about the^e regulations My hope is that we can find some an- 
swers heie tuday 

Before ne be^'in, I want tu encourage all out witnebseb to sum- 
niari/e their s\iitten ^tatement^>— which will be included in the 
record while highlighting the piincipal pointb. We wish to give ev- 
, ervune an opportunity to be heard, and I'll underscore that as the 
acting chalinuin. If ^ou feel more comfortable reading your state- 
ments. obyiousl>, we II atcept that. If, foi' the sake of time, you can 
condense it and bummari/.e it, the committee will have some ques-' 
tions. We can proceed in that way. 

The firiit witness today is not a newcomer to the Ilill and we wel- 
come back-Fve got to get >our right title— Hon. WiHiam Clohan, 
Under Secretary of Education. Bill worked on the Ililffor this com- 
mittee and it was my privilege to serve with >ou and we welcome 
vou back. Bill, in your new capacity. Why don't you proceed in a 
way that you find most comfortable at this time? 

STvVTKMHNT OF WILLIAM C . CLOHAN. JR.. I NDKK SF:CKKTAin.. 

r.8. DKFAKTMKNT OF KDUCATION 
Mr. Cloijan. Thank you. . * 

I would like to ask, if I could, Mr, ErdaW, that Mark Blazey of 
the Office of the Executive Secretariat, Charles Dees, who is 
4r Executive Asbistant to the Assistant Secreta/y for Postsecondary 
• Education, also share the tnble with me. I^Would also like to point 
out that Steve Kraut, of the General Counsel s Office, and Marie 
Eld ridge, who is Administrator of the National Cente^r for Educa- 
tion Stati.stics, are behind me and I may have to refer to them for 
some expertise,^ 

Mi, Erdahl. All of you are welcome to the hearing this morning. 

Mr Clohan. I will tr> to summarize as best I can my statement. 
I will ask that it be put in the record in full because of the detail 
and complexit> of the issue and the importance of the Depart- 

t • 
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ment'j* rule in adminibteiing the title III program. I ma> find it 
necessary to read through a good portion of it. 

It does give me a great deal of pFeabure to come before the com- 
mittee thib morning to diticubs an issue and a program that, as >ou 
noted in the opening statement, has had a lot of controvers> in- 
volved with it Both the House and the Senate, last year and the 
>ear before held a series of oversight hearings and legislative hear- 
ings. 

Congress has found, and the Department ver> much agrees, that 
there are man> institutions out there that do have scarce re- 
bources. The> face man> problems which threaten their abilit> to 
•survKe. These problems relate tc management and fiscal oper- 
ations and in particular the inabilit> to deal with long range plan- 
ning, recruitment, and development activities. The solution to 
these problems would enable these institutions to become viable 
and thriving. 

The Department has long recognized that these institutions, 
man> of whom are historicall> black institutions, play a vital role 
in the American s>stem of higher education. And it is our objective 
to help these institutions as much as possible to become self-suffi- 
cient, in some wa>s through the title III program to the extent that 
they c»re funded by title III, and also through the White House ini- 
tiative on historically black colleges. 

I think some of you may have seen the Washington Post article 
yesterday which noted that Pepsico, Pepsi Cola Co., has given $1 
million to the United Negro College Fund to assist them, and it is 
the objective of the administration to see private sector funds give 
that type of support. 

In the spirit of helping these institutions graduate from the need 
for unending Federal financial assistance, the Department, under 
the previous administration, supported changes in the authorizing 
legislation. The^e changes, which were in the Education Amend* 
ments of 1980, replaced the old strengthening developing institu- 
tions program with three new institutional aid programs. 

Proposed regulations were published in the Federal Register for 
public comment back in July. WeVe heard some criticism of the 
fact that we have not held open hearings. I think it is important to 
go through the.reasonb for that and the things that we have done 
to insure that there is continued, debate and input to the final 
rules. 

We are under a gredt deal of fiscal constraint and holding hear- 
ings in the field is quite costly. We have found .with^the written 
comments on^ theyproposed rule& ^at most of th^ discussion, most 
of the disagreement, and certalnjfy mOst of the comment deals with 
statutor> requi^ments, and not the regulatir''^*^ themselves. ^ 

We took extra steps to make sure that all interested parties had 
an input. We mailed out 1,500 copies of the proposed regulations to 
all current title III grantees, to all applicants for title III grants in 
1981, and to all persons requesting information for the 1982 award 
cycle. 

We received many comments, ^pproximatel> 200. Td really like 
to emphasize this. The comments were almost totally on the statu- 
tory requirements. 
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The area whou we do have a great deal of discretion, although I 
think it will be a great deal of our discussion this morning, is 
where to i>et the cutoff for a bubbtantial number of low-income stu- 
dents, ril get into that more specifically later. 

Nearl> all public commentors expressed concern over two of the 
eligibilit> criteria established in the law. First, to be eligible an in- 
btitution mubt enroll a bubstantial percentage of students receiving 
need-babe student financial asbistance unfler title IV. Second, the 
aveiage amount of this assistance to students at applicant institu- 
tions must be high in comparison with the average amount of as- 
sistance at gll-similar institutions. 

Regarding the first criterion, the statute does not define the term 
"bubstantial percentage" thys leaving that responsibility to the 
Secretary of Education. 

It was ver> difficult to settle on a definition of ^'substantial per 
.centage** that was reasonable, fair, an^ satisfactory to all types of 
institutions. Data for the 1978-79 academic yeajr indicate that na- 
tionwide, on the average, 25 percent of undergraduate students en 
rolled in institutions of higher education on at least a half-time 
basis and therefore potentiall> eligible to receive Pell grants, actu- 
ally received them. 

This percentage did not vary among 2- or 4-year or public or pri- 
vate institutions. Therefore, one possible definition of "substantial 
percentage" would be 25 percent, since this is a national average. 
However, as >ou know, Mr. Erdahl and Mr. Eckart, Senators Pell 
and Stewart, on the floor of the House in 1980, in June of 1980, had 
a conoqu> regarding the definition of ^'substantial," and going back 
and forth between 40 and 50, they settled on 45. 

r.d like to poiht out without trying to put worfds ivto. their 
mouths, at that time it is my understanding there was not data 
available on the number of institutions that would be eligible by 
using the 45-percent threshold. I won't say that it was a guess but 
certainly as far as the Department, is concerned, no one knew 
where that v/ould cut off institutions. 

Before issuing the proposed rules, the Department staff reviewed 
existing data to estimate what the effect of the various substantial 
percentage thresholds Would be on the pool of eligible institutions 
I think it is important that we go through this to show who would 
be cut out and who would be left in. 

At the 45-percent level approximately 450 institutions would 
have been eligible under either part A or B. 

A4 the 35-percent level, ^fmpoximately 650 would hsTve been eligi- 
"ble, • • ^ 

At the 25-percent level, more than 800 institution^ would have 
been eligible. 

Because cJf ie'*.ordkeeping problems, these estimate^ were based 
on incomplete data. We soon realized that no one knows for sure 
. how the definition of substantial percentage would aflect institu- 
tions nationwide within each State by type and control or individ- 
ually. 

Therefore, we believed that it would be helpful to see the public 
comments regarding the definition of substantial percentage. 

As could be expected, public comment on the definition was di- 
vided according to the circumstances at Individual institutions. 
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financial aid it\ipifiiti> Vxctvded 15 ptMcunt believe the Secretary 
bhuuld ebtablibh a minimum thrubhold at 15 percent. Conversely, 
thobe ins»titutionb enrolling a bmallei percentage felt that the defi- 
nition of 35 percent, which we buggested in our propobed rules, 
should actually be lowered, closer to 25 percent. 

It lb our abbuniption» babed on a reading of the title III btatute 
and the legiblative hibtor>» that Congrebb expected that the btatu- 
tor> eligibilit> criteria would identif> inbtitutionb that berve lowj 
income studeiitb. Babed on thib abbum[)tion, we believe that if 15 
percent is ubed ab the definition of * bubblantial percentage,'* man> 
institutioiib that clearl> intended to be eligible would be eliminated 
frqm any consideration. 

In fact, we belie\e that the 45 percent figure would limit eligibil- 
ity to such ait extent that it might be difficult for the Department 
to operate a di>cretionar> gritnt program. In fact, it would almost 
become an entitlement grant program because over 80 percent, 
closer to 90 percent, of the applicant ini?titutionb would be funded. 

Although a final decision hab not yet been made, it seems that 
defining ' substaatial percentage" as 35 is fair and appropriate in 
that it includeb thobe inbtitutionb that berve low -income btudents 
and provides an applicant pool that permits the fCinding of high 
quality proposals. 

As i mentioned earlier, another area of considerable public con- 
cern, rehited to the second eligibility criterion, the average amount 
of abbistance to students at applicant inbtitutionb, must be as high 
in comparison with the average amount of vissistancj at similar in- 
stitutions. Thus, this high-average award criterion does not accu- 
rcLtel> identify inbtitutiunb that enroll large numberb.opiv>\icincome 
students. 



Let me emphasise that. Thib is a statutory requirer^4iii^hich we 
do not believe refiectb the true intent in Congress, does^Ttotr^de- 
quatel> recognize or reprebent the low-inCQme iystitutionb or insti- 
• tutions enrolling low-income students. 

Let me go through the several factors which leads rae to this con 
elusion. Campuo-based abbittance to college work study- programs, 
th/2 supplementary grant program, and NDSL's, is <jwarded to stu 
dentb with financial need at the discretion of each college. The 
amount of assistance is based on the" student s unmef financial^ 
need. Unm^t need is determified in general by subtracting.the stu-. 
dent's expetteS family contribution and the Pell grant award from 
his or her educational cost. ObvioHsly, the tuition and fees charged 
by the institution will have a significant bearing on what the' 
unmet need will be. ^* 

Furthermore, many colleges choose to award a small nuniber of 
large grants in an attempt to fill unmet needs complete with rela 
tively few students. Other collegeb dibtribute small grants to many 
students. Thus the campub-babed average award ib not an accurate 
indicator of btudent need or income, although I admit it ib an indi- 
cator. 

The miiount of>u.Pen,jiijau>t. unlike campus-based aid, is deter 
, mined by formuta/lt cpnsiclers income. It^ considers cojt. The 
amount of a Pe!i grant is hot bubject to adjustment by the financial 
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aid officer and therefore tends to reflect more accurately the level 
of student and family income. 

However, and this is the important point, the average award for 
low-incom.e students at a college that^charges little or no tuition 
would be lower than the average award at a college charging nigh 
tuition, jn §pite of the fact that both colleges may enroP equal 
'•numbers oj?"comparatively low-income students. 

Similarly,, the averagS award at colleges that enroll many part- 
' time students will be significantly lower than the average award at 
colleges that enroll few part-time students. 

Thus, many colleges that make extra efforts to sprv^ low income 
students are eharging little or no tuition by providing part-time ^ 
stud> opportunities or by spreading campus-base assistance among 
many students, may be denied eligiblity for title III assista^e. 

For exan,ple, jand let me quickly give a California and North 
-Carolina impact. In fiscal year 1981, 15 title III grants were made 
to 2-year .instit.utions in North Carolina. Under the new law, which 
includes the high-average award requirement, only two such insti- 
tutions in the entire State would be eligible. If that requirement 
were deleted, twenty-two 2-year institutions would be eligible. , 
^ California, only two 2-year instijfutions wguld be eligible to apply 
The.-high-average award requirement if deleted, se.ven would be eli ^ ^ 

gible. - * , on • 

Moreovei* the Department estijjiates that approximately 30. 
historieaUy. black institutions wo'uld be denied eligibility-.for either 
part A or pari tS funding because of th^ high-average award re- 
quirement in the law. More than 25 percent of the member institu- 
' tions in. the United Negro College Fund would be ineligible. 

We believe that the effect of the high-average award requirement 
. i§ contrary to the administration s cpmmitment to enhance black 
higher education and contrary to the original intent of Congress 
Therefore, we^strgngly,_supppri.an. amendment to delete that crite- 
rion. " ^ * • . ' ' .1 ^ 

I would like to emphasize that the projections of eligibjuty re- 
ferred to above are based on the 1978-79 student financial aid data . 
I would also like to point out that we expect to be able to use the 

* more recent 1979-80 data to determine eligibility this coming year 
''And we hope that in the next 2 to 3 weeks we wiirbe ableHo final- . 

ize that eligibility data. * ' / ' 

However, the process of preparing this data for computer analy- 
sis-will not be completed until early December and, as a^^sult, we 
cannot 'identify specifically those institutions thafwiU be adversely 
affected during the upcoming grapt cycle by the high average 

• award criterion. The delay in using 1979-80 academic year data is 
caused Djt'*th^ faqil that many institutions were Jate in submitting ^ 
this information or late in resubmitting this inrormation when 
errors were called to their attention. 

Frankly, it is. an annual process. U is an annual difficulty And 
K last year, I think as was. noted iu the ooening remarks; we used 
preliminary data, the previous/administration used preliminary 
daVa, and published in the Fjederal Register. We found out later 
that once the data was purified that 96 institutions that wojil^ 
have been eligible under the published regulations sholild^ have 
been ineligible. This caused a great deal of consterriatiqn in the 
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higher educittiori coriiinuitit> and un the Hill. We tried to deal with 
that in what we thought wab the mobt equitable manner and al-, 
lowed them to explam wh>, notwithbtanding the fact that the)' 
were ineligible, they should be eligible. 

, It ib almost certain that some indiv idual institutions that are not 
eligible on the basib of the 1978-79 data ma> become eligible using 
1979-80 data, or vice versa. This is particularly true since the 
Middle Income Student Asbibtance Act greatly expanded the 
amount and the distribution of Pell grants. Obviously, the Fell 
grant impact ib quite bignificant in determining an inbtitution s eli 
gibility. f 

In spite of the fact that our current projections are based on 
, 197S 79 data, it is important to understand that the overall effect 
of using that high average award requirement as an eli^ibilit> cri 
terion is not Hkel> to change the fact that many of the institutions 
that we believe Congress intended to benefit from this program 
will not be able to apply. 

Congress does not choose to delete the second eligibility criterion 
' pertaining to high average award. As an alternative, it might be 
appropriate for Congress to authorize the Department to continue 
to use the procedures for determining institutional eligibility that 
were us^J last >ear. Thv-st procedures, rather than establishing,ab> 
solute thresholds for eligibilit>, are a slidirfg scale to award eligibil- 
ity points. * ' - \ 

Institutions ^vith a higher average Pell grant award, for FI(E, 
would receive more points. Ihstitutions with lower E and G exper^d> 
itures {or FTE, receiye more points. And thqse institutions vvhi(^h 
score above' the 174 threshold >vhich has been used in past years, 
would be eligible to apply for funds. . \ 

In addition, under the previous system, if an institution fails^to 
meet the automatij: eligibility threshold but can demonstrate to the 
Secretary's satisftiction that they didn't really reflect the true 
needs of the institution, they, may apply for a waiver. 

This procedure, by establishing uniform, guidelines of eligibility, 
based on enrolling low income students, permitting exceptions on a 
case-by-case h^si^ seems fair and 6guit^ble. 

I have to pointout at this juncture though, that it causes a great 
deal of political {pressure both on "the Department and on Capitol 
Hill and I would urge that we 'limit—to the extent possible— the 
waiver authority of the Secretary. This is bne area where we don't 
want waiver authority. 

Another method that some current title III grantees have pro . 
posed in an. effort to solve the problems with institutional eligibil- 
ity under, the new law involves grandfathering all institutions that 
are currently eligible fo.r titTe III. 

We strongly op)pose this method. It is important, I think, to go 
through the details of wh>, because I know that Members both in 
the House and in the Senate are considering such a grandfather 
amendnlent. 

Grandfcithering would make hundreds of institutions exigible who 
have been receiving assistance for over a decade, yet no longer 
serve large numbers of lovv income students. This obvious inequity 
is compounded b> the fact that a great man> institutions who have 
not had^the opportunity to participate in the program in the past 

♦ > * 
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could be denied an opportunity in the future in spite of the fact 
that many enroll a large number of low-income students. 

As a matter of policy, institutions that do not serve large num- 
bers of low-income students should not continue to be eligible for 
assistance * 

Again, the 1378 Middle Income Student Assistance Act, greatly 
expanded the Pell grant program. The Pell grant program is one of 
the largest babes upon which eligibillt> is determined. Therefore, 
you're grandfathering pre-MlSSA institutions. And frankly, in 
1979, when they wert; first grandfathered, they were grandfathered 
from a pool of eligibles back in the mid-1970's. So we would be con- 
tinumg institutions that bear no or little or no relevance to the 
current program. 

At this time I would like to addre^b bome specific questions that 
Mr. Simon raised in his letter inviting the Secretary to testify. The 
most fundamental question, it seem^, deals with the issue of self- 
sufficiency or graduation from the title III program. 

As you know, both the House and the Senate expressed great 
Concern over the fact that not a single institution has graduated 
from the title III program during the last 15 years Consequently, 
both the House an^ the S.enate bills made it clear that the purpose 
of the program is to enable institutions to become viable and thriv- 
ing and thv efore independent from the need for title HI assist- 

^^The statute and the legislative history uses terms such as **grad- 
uation," "self-sufficiency, and **thrivijng," to describe the principle 
that at some point these institutions must stand on their own 

We want to insure, to the maximum extent possible, that institu- 
tions will, after a long-term grant, be vital, thriving entities with 
no need for utle III funds. We do not want to mislead institutions 
into believing that they will continue to receive unending Federal 
financial assistance under title III as they have during the past Id 
years. When I use the word *Ve'* there, I think I am properly 
noting congressional intent .during the reauthorization of this bill 

last year. ' ^ . . ,1 . / r 

This Departmenjt takes. very seriously the unmistakable intent ot 
Congress that institutions oC higher education serving low income 
students be provided every opportunity to flourish and to becom^ 
free^from dependency on title III. Through anecdotal evidence and 
I think through studies that have been conducted, many of the in- 
stitutions, pephaps unknowingly, or perhaps with the tacit or im- 
plicit consent of Congress, have been using title III funds in the 
past for operating expenditures. This in no way helps the institu- 
tions to become self-sufficient and that is the primary purpose of 
the program. 

,We agree with the underlying principle that students are better 
>^prvpd by institution&JJbat^offeiJiigli^quality educational programs 
and are administratively and financially stable, thriving, secure 

We want to be sure that all students, especially low income and 
minority students, have the opportunity to attend quality institu^ 
tions of higher education. * ' 

I do not believe it is possible for the Department to place too ^ 
much emphasis on self-sufficiency. Any weakening of our emphasis 
on self-sufficiency would be equivalent to encouraging continued 
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dupendun<*>. \W Ih'Ir'Vc that thib i& not only contrary to the intent 
of Congress but to the principles of sound education. 

I want to thank >ou for allowing me to present m> vifws and the 
Department s viewb on the title III programs and I will be glad to 
answer any questions I can to help clarify my points. 

Mr. EcKART ^acting chairman^. Thank you, Mr. Clohan. The full 
text of your statement will be made a part of the record of this 
hearing, as you requested. 

{The prepared statement of William Clohan follows.] 

Prepared Statk.mknt ut Wii.mam C Clohan. Jh , Undkk Seckctahy, U.S. 
Dkpartment ok Education 

Mr C'liturnian, nieinbfr> of the* bubtomnuttfe, ni> name ii> William C, Cluhan, Jr. 
and I i>ervi» at, Under Setrftar> of the United States Department of Education 
Thank >ou for the uppurtuiiit> to appear before the .-jubtoniniittee tocla> to provide 
the Department* viewb on the impact of regukitions and law affecting tlie ini>tUu 
tional aid program^ under Title 111 of the Higher Education Act, ai> amended b> tlie 
Education Amendments of 19^0. 

Congrebt* ha* found, and the Department agrees, that nian> inbtitutionh of higher 
edavalioii m thi& era o( scarce rebource^ face prublems whicli threaten their abilit> 
to ^urviVe nti*^< pioblcnid relate to management and ri:9cal ope rati on* a* well ai> to 
an inabilitv to engage in long range planning, recruitment, and development activi 
tiei> The solution iu thei>e probienio would enable thei>e ini>titutioni> to become viable 
and thrivinj( ^ 

Jhe Department hai> long recogni/ed that thebe inbtitutioni>, nian> of which are 
histoncaIl> black institution*, pla> a vital role in the American i>>i>teni of higher 
education. Ever> effort mui>t be made to help these institutions become selfbuffi 
cient and, therefore, free from uepeiidence on the Federal Government for financial 
assistance under Title IlL 

In the spirit of helping thebe institutions graduate from the need for unending 
Federal financial assistance, the Department under the preyioub Administration, 
supported changes in the authorising legislation — Title III of the ILglier Education 
Act. These statutory changes, contained in the Education Amendments of 1080, re 
placed the old Strengthening Developing Institutions Program with three new insti 
tutional aid programs^ 

Proposed regulations to implement the new law were published for public com 
ment in the Federal Register on Jul> -lU, VM. The UO-da> comment period clobed on 
September 1«. I98I. 

During the public conmient period the Department, because of fiscal and time 
contraintb, was not able to hold puolic hearings on title III proposed rules However, 
in recognizing the vital role that this program pla>s in the life of man> higher edu 
cation institutions, we took extra stepb to ensure that interested parties were aware 
of the proposed rules and had an opportunit> to comment. The Department maihjd 
over l.oUU copies of the proposed regulations to all current Title III grantees, to all 
applicants for Title III grants in FV ^l, and to all persons requesting information on 
the FY ^J award c>cle. Throughout the public comment process, we stressed the im 
purtance of caiefull> reviewing the proposed regulations since the> were based on 
new legislation. ' 

The Department received comments from approximateI> 200 individuals, institu 
tions, groups, and associations. Commenters prima ril> expressed concern over statu 
turv requirements- such as the new eligibilit> formula^ - rather than requirements 
imixised tiifough re^^ulations. Judging from these comments, even if the Department 
had held hearings it is clear that matters of most concern to the public — the statu 
tor> rcquirementij— could not be changed b> the Department. Therefore, Mr. Chair 
man, I am pleased that >our subcommittee is holding a hearing on the Title III pro 
gram so that we can point out the probl ms that need to be resolved to carr> out 
the program this year, 

Nearl> all public commenters expressed concern over two of t'he eligibilit> criteria 
estiibli.'^hed in the law: 

First, to be ehgible an institution must enroll a substantial percentage of .students 
receiving need-based student financial assistance under Title IV^ Jor Part A, onl> 
Pell grants are considered, for Part B, all title IV need based student assistance is 
considered). 
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Stxond. thf averrtH^' ainuunl of thia ^l^5^5t<^nwe to atudunU at applicant institutions 
must K» high in vuinpariMin with the aM^rage «imount of assistance at all similar 
institutions. ^ 

Regarding the first criterion, the statute does not define the term 'substantial 
percentage, ' thus leaving that responsibility to the Secretary. 

It was difficult to settle on a definition of "substantial percentage" that was rea 
sonable, fair and satisfactor> to all t>pes of institutions. Data for the 1978-79 aca 
demtc >ear indicate that nationwide, on the average, 25 percent of undergraduate 
students enrolled in institution^ of higher education on at least a hr If time basis, 
and thus potuntiallv eligiblb to receive Pell ^BEOGj Grants, actuali> received them 
This precentage did not var> among two >ear, or four >ear, or public or private in^ 
stitutions. Therefore, one pob4>ible definition of substantial percentage" would be 2j 
percent j>mce this is a national average. However, as >ou know Mr Chairman, collo- 
qu> between Soimton* Pell and Stewart on the Senate floor during consideration of 
th»^ Educatiorv Amendments of li)80, suggest that "aubstantial percentage" should be 
defined as 45 percent. . 

Before issuing proposed rules, the Department of Education staff reviewed exist 
ing data to estimate what the effect of various ' substantial percentage" thresholds 
would be on the pool of potentially eligible institutions. 

At the 4o percent ie\el, without regard to an> othei criterion, approximately 150 
institutions would have been elibible under either part A or B, at the 35 percent 
level, approximatelv b50 would have been eligible, And at the 25 percent level more 
than 800 institutions would have been eligible. 

Because of r^xorukeeping problems these estimates were based on incomplete data 
and we bt>vn realized that no one knew for sure how the definition of substantial 
percentage would affect institutions nationwide, within each State, by type and con 
trol, or individually. Therefore, we believed that it would be helpful to see the 
public commentii regarding the definition of ''substantial percentage 

As could be expected, public comment on the definition of substantial percentage 
wa:> divided according to circumstances at individual institutions For example, in 
stitutions whose percentage of need based student financial aid recipients exceeded 
45 percent believe the Secretary should define "substantial percentage" as at least 
45 percent. Conversely, institutions enrolling a smaller percentage of student aid re- 
cipients believe that the definition of 35 percent suggested in the proposed rules 
should be lowered. 

It IS our assumption biised on our reading of the Title III statute and legislative 
history that Congress expected that the statutory eligibility criteria would identify 
institutions that .serve low-income students. Based on this assumption, we believe 
that if 45 percent is used as the definition of "substantial percentage," many institu 
tions that Congress clearly intended to be eligible would be eliminated from any 
consideration. In fact, we believe that the 45 percent figure would limit eligibility to 
such an extent that it might be difficult for the Department to operate a discretion 
ary.grant program and spend all of the funds Congress appropriated 

AUhough a final decis.'on has not yet been made. It seems that defining substan 
Ual percentage as 3o percent is fair and appropriate in that it includes those institu 
tions that serve low-income students ana provides an applicant pool that permits 
the funding of high quality proposals. 

As I mentioned earlier, another area of considerable public concern related to the 
second eligibilitv criteria— the average amount of assistance to students at applicant 
mstitutton-i -iiua be high in comparison with the average amount of assistance at 
all similar institutions. This "high average award criterion" does not accurately 
identify institutions that enroll large numbers of low-income students 

This may be due to several factors: 

Pampus-based assistance— College Work Study, Supplemental Educational Oppor 
tunity Grants, and National Direct Student Loans- is awarded to students vvith fi 
nancial need at the discretion of each college The aniount of assistance is based 
upon the student's unmet financial need. Unmet need is determined in general by 
subtracting the students expected family contribution and Pell grant award from 
his or^her educational^ cost. Obviously, the amount of tuition and fees charged^by 
the institution will have a significant bearing on whether a student has unmet fi 
nancial need and the amount of unmet need. Furthermore, some colleges choose to 
award a small number of large grants in an attempt to fill unmet needs completely 
for relatively few students. Other colleges distribute smaller awards to many stu 
dents. Thus, the campus-based a\erage award is not an accurate indicator of student 
need or income. . i . ^ 

The amount of a Pell Qrant, unlike campus-based aid, is determined by a formula 
that considers income and cost. The amount of the Pell Grant is not subject to ad 
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justment b\ a fiiumual aui .jffictr and, therufuru, it tends to reflect more accurately 
th<» level of ^jtudtnt and LuuAsf iiKumu Huwever, the average award for iowmcome 
student;, at a college that charges little ur nu tuitiun will be lower than the average 
award at a college charging high tuitiun-in spite of the fact that both colleges may 
enroll equal numbers of comparably low-income student^,. Similarly, the average 
award at colleges that enroll many part-time students will be significantly lower 
than the average award at colleges that enroll few part-tme students. 

Thus, many colleges that make extra efforts tu serve low-income students by 
charging little or no tuition, by providing part-time study opportunities, or by 
spreading campus based assistance aniung many students may be denied eligibility 
for Title 111 assistance. For example: » 

In fiscal year 19^1, 15 Title III grants were made to two-year institutions in North 
Carolina Under the new law, which includes the **high average award" require- 
ment, only 2 such institutions in the entire State would be eligible. If that require- 
ment were deleted, 22 two-year institutions would be eligible. 

In California, only 2 two>year institutions would be eligible to apply under the 
current law If the "high average award" requirement were deleted, 27 would be 
eligible. 

Moreover, the Department estimates that approximately 30 historically black in- 
stitutions would be denied eligibility, for either Part A or B funding, because of the 
high average award requirement in the law. More than twenty-five percent of the 
member institutions in the United Negro College Fund would be ineligible. We be- 
lieve that the effect of the "high average award ' requirement is contrary to the Ad- 
ministration s commitment to enhance black higher education and contrary to 'he 
original intent of Congress Therefore, we would support an amendment to delete 
that criterion. 

Mr Chairman, I would l^ke to reemphasize that the projections of eligibility re- 
ferred to above are based on 1978-79 student financial aid data. I would also like to 
point out thai the Defartment expects to be able to use more recent 1979-80 data to 
determme eligibility this coming year However, the process of preparing these data" 
for computer analysis will not be completed until early in December and, as a 
result, we cannot identify specifically those institutions that will be adversely affect- 
ed during the upcoming grant cycle by the high average award criterion. The delay 
in using 1979-80 academic year data is caused by the fact that many institutions 
were late m submitting this information or were late in resubmitting this informa- 
tion when errors were called to their attention. 

It is almost certain that some individual institutions that are not eligible on the 
basis of 197S-79 data may become eligible on the basis of 1979-80 data— and vice- 
yersa In spite of the fact that our current projections are based on 1978-79 data, it 
is important to understand that the overall effect of using the high average award 
requirement as an eligibility criterion is not likely lo change the fact that many of 
the institutions that we believe Congress intended to benefit from this program will 
not be able to apply. 

^ J^^ Congress does not choose to delete the second ehgibility criterion pertaining to 
high average award' . as an alternative, it might be appropriate for Congress to 
authorize the Department to continue to use ti*e procedures for determining institu- 
tional eligibility that were used last year. These procedures, rather than establish- 
ing absolute thresholds for eligibility, use a sliding scale to award eligibility points. 
Institutions with a higher average Pell Grant award per full-time equivalent (FTE) 
undergraduate student receive more poinib Institutions with lower average educa- 
tional a.id general expenditures per FTE student receive more points- When all 
points are added together, institutions that score above 174 points are eligible to 
apply for funds. 

^" ""^^r the previous system, if an institution fails to meet the automat- 

ic eligibility threshold but can demonstrate to the Secretary's satisfaction that the 
data did not accurately reflect institutional conditions, the Secretary may grant a 
waiver and permit the institution to compete for funds. This procedure, by establish- 
mg uniform guidelines of eligibility bases on enrolling low-income students but per- 
mitting exceptions on a case-by-case basis, seems fair and equitable. 

Another method that some current Title III grantees have proposed, in an effort 
to solve ijroblems with institutional eligibility under the new law. involves "grand- 
fathering" all institutions that are currently eligible for Title itl. We strongly 
oppose this method "Grandfathering" would make hundreds of institutions eligible 
who have been receiving assistance for over a decade yet no longer serve large num- 
bers of low income students. This obvious inequity is compounded by the fact that a 
great many institutions who have jiot had the opportunity to participate in the pro- 
gram in the past could be denied an opportunity in the future, in spite of the fact 
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that thev mav eniuii a Iai«f munWr uf low iiKome students As a matter of policy, 
institutibiis that do fiat mtvo hirge numbvns of low incuint? studejils should not con- 
tmue to be eligible for assistance ♦! » 

Mr. Chairman, at this, tune I uuuld hkc tu address soni^ specific questions that 
vou raised in your letter mvitmg the Secretar.v to testify at this hearing The most 
tundamental question. U seems, deals with the issue of "seirsufiiciency' or gradua- 
tion ' troni the Titie JH program As you know Mr. Chairman, both the House and 
the Senate expressed great concern over the fact that not a single institution has 
graduated troni the Title IH program dunng the last 15 years Consequently, both 
the House and Senate bills made it clear that the purpose of this program is to 
enable institutions tu become viable and thmmg und» therefore, independent from 
the need lor Title HI assistance The htatute and legislative history used terms such 
as -graduatiun," sell-sufficiency;' and ' thriving" to describe the principle that at 
bome point, these institutions must ^.tand on their own— or go out o! business VVe 
want to ensure, to the maximum extent possible, that mstitutions;vviIl, after a long- 
term grant be viUil, thriving entities with no need for additional Title III funds We 
do not want to ml^lead the institutions mtu believing that the> will continue to re- 
ceive unending Federal financial assistance under Title III as they have during the 

^*^hiV Depm^^^ takes verv seriuuslv \hv unmistakable intent of Congress that 
institutions of higher educatiin serving low-income students be provided every op- 
portumty to flourish and become free from dependency on Title III We agree vvith 
the underlying principle that students are better served b> institutions that offer 
high quality educational programs and are administratively and financially stable, 
thriving and secure We want to be sure that all students— especially low-income 
am! minority students-have the opportunity to attend high quahty institutions of 
higher education ' , ^. - . . r .i r» » ♦ 

Considering this* Mr, Chairman, I do not bpheve it is possible for the Department 
to place too much emphasis on "self-sufficiency " Any weakening of our emphasis 
on seU-sutficiency would be equivalent to encouraging continued dependency We 
believe this is not only contrary to the intent of Congress, but to principles of sound 
education. . , 

Mr Chairman, thank vou again for the opportunity to express our views on these 
important matters. I would like to conclud- m> remarks by assuring this subcom- 
mittee that the Department is making evey effort to ensure that the new litle HI 
program of Institutional Aid is administered soundl> to fully meet the purpose ol 
the law and intent of the Congress Please feci free to, call upon me or members of 
my staff if we can provide an> further assistance or information to help resolve the 
problems 1 have just described. 

Mr. EcKART. Mr. Erdahl, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Erdahl. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Just a couple of ques- 
tions. , . . , ^ , 

I want to thank you, Mr. Clohan, for being with us today. 

We started out talking about definitions, what is'^ substantial 1 
am not sur^ that we really have the definition of that. It seems like 
It was determined by a couple of members in the other body in a 
floor discussion. At best it is a rather subjective judgment, I sup- 
pose, what "substantial" means. , ,. , i 

You also mentioned a couple of others that I underlined here 
When you talk about self-sufficiency, graduation, and assisting in- 
stitutions that might have difficulties because, in fact, they don t 
have much money to become Self-sufficient, is the Department pre- 
pared to do some other things that might involve help other than 
financial? I think that financial help is the one the institutions are 
inclined to say that they really need. What will the administration 
do to improve administrative skills and to become self-reliant, to go 
on their own? , . , , _ 

. Mr Clohan. I think there are two things that the Department 
and the administration are planning to do, particularly with regard 
to the black colleges. One, I mentioned eailier, and that s the 
White House initiative. As you probably know, the President issued 
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an Executive ordci, and I think it has given a great deal of priority 
to the White lluube initiative on historically black institutions 

The Vice President has taken a very personal interest in that 
and as I noted earlier I think the Pepsico grant of $1 million yes- 
terday may at least in part be a result of the Vice President s per- 
sonal involvement. , , rr. r> -j i. 

I can say that in the next month I expect that the Vice President 
will bring together a gr^up of corporate leaders with presidents of 
most of the major historicall> black institutions in the country to 
try to create a^dialog and to stimulate private giving to those col- 
leges* 

The iSecond item, I think is reflected in what the President sees 
as the Federal role in education for the Department, specifically, or 
its successor entity. And that is that we try to be s'lpportive and 
provide technical assistance instead of being instrusive It is my 
hope and expectation that the Department, in the coming year, 
will set up teams of experts in both the financial are^ and the de- 
velopmental area to go out, if requested by the institutions, and 
give them guidance on how they can best develop. 

JJnder part B, we must set aside for historically Black , colleges 50 
percent of the amount they received in 1979 und^r the old 
strengthening developing institutions program. That is a new 
cViange in the law. It s not based on regulation but it is in the stat- 

We have also established the 10 percent set-aside for historically 
. black colleges in the college housing program. 

Mr. Erdahl. Thank you, Mr. Clohan. In your testimony, you 
talked about what I guess I would describe as inadequate data that 
was available, either in the past administration or at the present 
time, in trying to again determine substantial eligibility require- 
ments. Is better data now available or how do we stand on that sit* 
uation? Do you have some more information for us in the Congress 
and in the Department? , j 

Mr. Clohan. In 1978 and. 1979 the program became heavily de- 
pendent on data pertaining to E and G expenditures and need- 
based student financial aid. We do have a HEGIS system of higher 
education information gathering, which provides aggregate ^ata on 
most institutions throughout the country. And that takes ^ great 
deal of time to receive, yerify, collate, and prepare these data in 
usable form. And you are correct that last year, th^ premature use 
of those data created a great deal of program problems. 

As I noted in my testimony, the school year 1979-80 data is now 
available for most institutions but it is not purified and we hope 
that in the next several weeks it will become finalized. 

Mr. Erdahl. Tf I could interrupt you there, I wrote down in my 
notes here with a question mark behind it, what is to be purified as 
far a& data is concerned? I can see it clarified, and we heard spme 
time agp about things being laundered, T)ut how are they purified^ 
[Laughter.] , ^ _ t^, i . i 

Mr. Clohan. Til take a guess at it and maybe Dr. Eldridge can 
clarify what I say. I think a better term would be verified. The ver- 
ification process is that which involves completing data that is not 
provided in the HEGIS submission or something that is obvious y 
wrong in the application, the HEGIS submission, or a questionable 
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thing. So it invulveb going back to the institutions to try to get up- 
dated or chirified data. 
Marie? 

Dr. Eldridge. I would only say, Mr. Erdahl, that the E and G 
data is perhaps the most complicated portion of the entire HEGIS 
surve> that we deal with. So they are in the process of editing 
toda>, as Mr. Clohan has said, for incomplete data or what would 
appear to be on the basis of other information on the form incon- 
sistent data. That particular series does take more time in order to, 
as we say, scrub it down, or fully edit it. ^ 

Mr. Erdahl. Are those terms of "^art? You said, scrub it down, 
purify it. Maybe Fm just not used to this terminology. 

Dr. Eldridge. Verify the accuracy of the data in terms of a 
standard edit program which we use in reviewing these submis- 
sions from all the institutions before the data is put into thexomr 
puter for tabulation purposes. 

Mr. Erdahl. Thank you very much. I don't mean, Mr. Chairman, 
to be critical, but I would guess that if the— and I speak only for 
ni>self and m> colleagues can speak for themselves— but I would 
guess if >ou err in the submission of the data, the Congress would 
probabl> want you to err on the side of editing less rather than 
editing more. Maybe we have to make some judgments which could 
be faulty foo. That is just an observation. 

Another question, Mr. Chairman— Mr. Clohan, you testified on 
the technical problems in the new title III law. Can you effectively 
administer the program without some legislative change? I guess 
.what I am asking, does the administration have an official position 
on this, or what's the Department's bottom line? 

Mr. Cl6han. With regard to the high average award, I think 
that we would btrongI> urge legislative change. Applying this pro- 
vision as an absolute minimum standard definitely excludes many 
institutions that have been eligible and should be eligible under 
what we feel is the statutory intent of the program.^ There are 
man> ways >ou can do that and obviously an amendment going 
through the complete legislative process would be very difficult and 
to the extent that you can use the appropriations process 

Mr. ECKART. You know we don't like to do that. 
Mr. Clohan. I know that. But I just suggest it as an option. I did 
point out two other wa>s we could deal with the problem. I would 
like to emphasize, though, to grandfaj^her all institutions would be 
a disservice to the program in the long run, that you will be in ex- 
actl> the same position you are now in the next year and the year 
after and the >ear after that, because it will be very difficult, if not 
impossible, to predict exactly what institutions will be included or 
excluded until we actually get the applications in January or Feb- 
ruary. And of course that's what all the Members of Congress and 
the institutions want to know, will X, Y, or Z institution be eligible^ 
or not. That's going to be a problem next year also, and the year' 
after. 

Mr. Erdahl. Thank you very much. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. EcKART. Mr. Andrews. 

Mr. AjvjdR'EWS. I will pass at this time. 
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Mr. EcKART. Just a couple of shorij questions. May it be prefer- 
able in fact to go to a t>pt* of bliding scale as opposed to a definitive 
statutory percentage? 

Mr. Clohan. Under current law and under prior year programs 
we used a sliding scale. We set a not totally arbitrary cutoff of 174. 
I think that number was developed by putting all of the institu- 
tion^, across the spectrum and figuring out what made a reasonable 
cutoff in determining eligibility. Ma>be one of m> colleagues could 
specify or clarify that point a little bit more and tell how we did it 
in prior years. 

Mr. Dees. In the previous year you had different data that was 
used tu determine eligibilit> and based on the former eligibilit> cri 
teria, you could establish numbers and levels on a scale. The new 
eligibility criteria do not allow you to do that because you are deal 
ing with different types, of data, that is, you (Jon't have the option 
of creating a scale. 

In lieu of grandfathering or in lieu of other alternatives, it may 
be appropriate to use the system described in the former regula 
tions to carrv out provisions of the current law. The old method 
would use tables which were a numerical value, rather than these 
averages that we are dealing with in the new legislation. 

The nature of the criteria in the new legislation does not allow 
for us creating tables. That's the answer to the question. 

Mr. EcKART. So there has been no thought to giving additional 
points to schools with higher numbers of program recipients? 

Mr. Dees. Those institutions that would have a large number of 
PeU^grant recipients obviously would have a larger number and 
theyd have a higher average and that is basically what they are 
asking in tfre^legislation. 

Mr. Clohan. That's incorporated in the law. That s a formula 
that a large jiumber of Peff grant, recipients automaticall> picks up 
a higher eligibility factor. So, and to^my knoj^ledge, the Secretary 
has no discretion to use Pell grant recipients as a reason^fpr waiver 
because he would be double counting that part of the formula. 

Mr. ECKART. Mr. Andrews. 

Mr. Andrews, Yes^ one question, if I may. I came in late and I 
apologize. I had not seen any of this material until I did arrive. I 
can't follow the details too well because I don't see the. big picture. 
Appartotly you are changing eligibility requirements in such 
manner as to cause certain institutions to receive less funds than 
formerly and perhaps I assume other institutions receive more. I 
don't know about the latter. What is the overall picture? What are 
you trying to accomplish? Do you have less money to work with or 
is there some ideological or philosophical point of view entailed? 
. Mr. Clohan. No. It is really statutory. It is a result of one eligi- 
bilty factor contained in the 1980 education amendments. And it's 
not a matter—the problem we are discussing now— it is not a 
matter of anything that is within the discretion of the Secretary to 
waive. It is statutory. 

Let me point out the statutory language. It says that we have to 
use a new part to our formula which includes high. average awards. 
On page 11 of my testimony, I pointed out that in fiscal year 1981, 
15 title III grants went to 2-year institutions in your State, Mr. An 
drews, and that under the new law— this is a law, not the regula- 
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tionh—whith indude^ the high average a\vard requirement, only 
two buch iiibtitutiuns in the entire State would be eligible. If that 
requirement were deleted, approximate^ 22 institutions would be 
eligible. 

So we are dealing with a statutory problem. And it is a consider- 
able problem and we'd like to correct it, also. 

Mr. Andrews. What s the means by which that might be accom- 
plished? 

Mr. Clohan. The appropriations bill, I hate to say, is probably 
the bebt and quickebt vehiclevat thib point for correcting that prob- 
lem. No matter what, if we wknt to a discretionar> program where 
we set up a criterion such al 174 points, as we have had in past 
years, I still don't believe thdi'e will be sufficient statutory authori- 
ty to go to/ that method unjesb you terminated the current high 
average award requirement becaube b> law we would be required^ 
to use that. 

If I could turn to General Counsels representative and ask him 
for a clarification, it AVOuld*be helpful. 

Mr. Kraut. If the law isn't changed, we cannot go back to the 
b>btem we used in the past, which was a regulation that used the 
174 points with a sliding scale for two factors, because that was 
abased on the old title III legislation. Current title III legislation is 
totally different. You would have to delete the new eligibility re- 
quirenientb and put back something in the law which would allow 
us to use the sliding scale. 

Mr. Erdahl. If the gentleman would yield at that point, let me 
ask Mr. Clohan this. Is this modification so important to Secretary 
Bell that he could persuade the President not to veto the appropri- 
ations bill if it vVere included? [Laughter.] 

You don't have to answer that. 

Mr. Clohan. Til pass that on to the White House. 

Mr. Erdahl, YouVe brought up several problems and evidently 
some have been" coming up in recent weeko. Do you have other 
problems with title III that we probably are going to have to ad- 
dress legislatively? Do o:hers come to mind? 

Mr. Clohan. There are other morp minor problems. Unfortu- 
nately, I am not prepared to discuss all of them this morning. I do 
think it is important to focus on the problems that may impede the 
proper administration of the program this year. 

We have approximatel> four to five technical amendments that I 
think need to be clarified.-,One in particular, and that is the use of 
, undergraduate E. & G., education and general expenditures, and 
what constitutes undergraduate. There are many institutions that 
have a large budget which incorporates graduate programs and un- 
dergraduate programs and the law itself requires that we consider 
undergraduate dollars in the E. & G. determination. 

A lot of institutions have difficulty in breaking down what goes 
to graduate and undergraduate. But I think we can deal with that 
and adjust for that this year on a case-by-case basis. 

Mr. Erdahl. I hope you will send that up. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask unanimous consent on 
behalf of our colleague, Mr* Coleman, that he be allowed to submit 
some questions in writing to the Department. Til have to leave to 
\go to another meeting, ^fa>be we could have that blanket opportu- 
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nit> for meinbuih of the committee to bubmit questions in writing if 
we see the need for it. 
Mr. ECKART. Without objection, so ordered. 

Recognizing that seniority is the kind of thing that you are 
against until you have some of >our own, I will yield to the gentle- 
man from Illinois. 

Mr. Simon \chairman;. First pf all, let me apologize. I see m> col- 
league from South Carolina here and he will appreciate that we 
are back at budget time again, and so I am in and out. 

Let me ask one question, following up on my colleague from 
North Carolina s question. There are some changes that obviously 
can be affected through regulation. We are noW in a situation 
where the House has already passed the appropriation. We are 
facing a possible veto b> the President. We are talking about some- 
thing, a process, that could take quite some time. 

You are a veteran on the Hill here. You are part of the bureauc- 
rac> that understands the process in Congress ver> thoroughly. Do 
you have an> suggestions beyond that immediate possibility? 

Mr. Clohan. Yes, I do. I don*t know wHat your committee's 
schedule is but if it would be possible for this subcommittee to 
waive its jurisdiction over the matter, assuming you have agree- 
' ment among all your members— and I frankly don*t know that 
there would be a great deal of disagreement— to not do this, to 
make a legislative change, would cause a great deal of disruption. 

I would suggest one possibility of taking the bill undeV suspen- 
sion of the rules, and the administration would support you and do 
whatever it could to prevent any opposition to that provision. 

I would think then that the Senate could take it at the desk. 
We*d be glad— we'd be willing— I don't know the difficulties in it, 
but I think we would be willing to take it at the desk. 

Mr. Simon. What I understand you to say. Bill, is that we are 
talking about a separate bill which we would take under suspen 
sion and pass through very rapidly here in the House. 

Mr. Clohan. That's one of the options if you can't use the appro- 
priations process. General Counsel's representative just pointed 
something out to me. If I could speak to it, it is with regard to the 
irapact of the rider on an appropriations bill that is vetoed. 

Mr. Kraut. Well, in the past, as you know, we haven't had any 
formal appropriations bills because of the abortion controversy and 
the continuing resolutions in effect, except for the dollar amount, 
did incorporate b> reference the provisions that were in the appro- 
priations bill that was reported out of the committee, other than 
the abortion provision, and therefore, the same thing could happen 
this year, that even though the bill was vetoed, there was a con- 
tinuing resolution to incorporate b> reference the provisions in th? 
final appropriations bill dealing with title III, and that would 
picked up as the law and it would be — we could use that. 

Mr. Clohan. As you pointed out, though, the House has already 
passed the appropriations bill so the initial action would have to be 
in the Senate and we have been trying to work with several Sena 
tors to get this type of amendment over there, so it couW be incor- 
porated by reference. 

They are going to the floor today, this afternoon, or tomorrow. 
We are not sUre at this point whether they are going to add that to 
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the appropnatiurib bill. If >ou are in agreement, I would encourage 
you to call Senator Stafford, Senator P^^ll, and Senator Denton, 
who are particularl> interested in clarifying the title III program. 

Mr. Simon. I am just advised by staff, they are not likely to do 
the appropriations bill this week. That may change at any minute. 

Mr. Clohan. Sure. 

Mr. Simon. Let me ask ^ne more thing. I hope you will have 
someone here from >our staff to listen to the remainder of the 
hearing. 

Mr. Clohaj^j. Definitely. 

Mr. Simon. As >ou know from experience, there is-no area, other 
than student aid, where we have had more problems than title III. 

Mr. Clohan. As >our opening remarks pointed out, we had more 
hearings relative; to the dollar amounts in particular on title III in 
1979 and 1980 than any other program including student aid. 

Mr. Simon. Thank you very, very much for your testimony. 

Our next panel is Dr. James Young, Dr. Vincent Darnowski, Dr. 
Don Garrison, and Dr. Elgin Badwound, and I will call on my dis- 
tinguished colleague from South Carolina, Mr. Butler Derrick, to 
Introduce the gentleman from South Carolina. 

Mr, Derrick. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the 
subcommittee. It gives me a,.great deal of pleasure to present to 
you this morning Dr. Don Garrison, president of Tri-County Tech- 
nical College, located in the Third Congressional District, which I 
represent. 

As I am sure each of you already knows, education is the corner- 
stone of productive adulthood. Community colleges have played a 
pivotal role in educating our youth. Dr. Garrison and his faculty at 
Tri-Count> Tech have done a commendable job in preparing stu- 
dents for active participation in the work force of South Carolina. 

The Department of Education is currently in the process' of im- 
plementing regulations to administer title III, the institutional aid 
program that was created as a result of the 1980 Higher Education 
Amendments, which I supported. 

Dr. Garrison, as \ye\\ as the other college presidents here today, 
have serious problems with the proposed regulations issued to date 
and have come before you to voire their concerns. 

Mr. Chairman, and members of the subcommittee, I ask that you 
give full consideration to the testimony presented here and urge 
you to take whatever steps may be appropriate to address their 
concerns. Thank you. 

Mr. Simon. We thank you. I assume Dr. Garrison is one of your 
constituents? 

Mr. Derrick. He makes up about 300 or 100 constituents. But he 
is one of my constituents. 

Mr. Simon. Dr. Garrison is extremely well represented here in 
the House of Representatives. 

Mr. Derrick. That's what I keep telling him. [Laughter.] 

Mr. Simon. After that glowing introduction, we'll ask you to be 
the first member of the panel and we'll godhead and hear all the 
panel and then have questions. / 

Mr. Andrews. Mr. Chairman, may I aslla question? 

Mr. Simon. Yes. 
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Mr. Andkevvs. Am I getting the picture here right now, are we 
not all in agreemunt, u: are we not ju&t talking about something in 
which we are praising each other. Are we all in agreement that 
we'd like to, as Ralph suggested, go back to the law as it formerly 
was with respect to the matter about which this testimon> is occur- 
ring? 

Mr. Simon. I don't think it ic quite that clear. I thklk we had 
better— maybe that will evolve. I don't know. But my feeling is 
that we are likely to have some suggestions that will differ some- 
what from simply returning to the original statute. 
Dr. Garrison. 

STATEMENT OF DON C. GARRISpN, PRESIDENT, TRI-COLNTY 
TECHNICAL COLLEGE, PENDLETON, B.C. 

Dr. Garrison. Mr. Chairman, thank you, sir, and I certainly 
want to thank my own Congressman for taking the time this morn- 
ing to come and present m^. He is very busy when he is at home. 
His district is up for reapportionment and he is even taking speak- 
ing engagements, I understand, over in Georgia, His district may 
run from the mountains in the north all the way to the sea by the 
time he gets back in the district again. 

But I am pleased, Mr. Chairman, and members of the subcom- 
mittee, to be the first spokesperson here this morning to comment, 
not on the legislation, but on the regulations. Those are our'^on- 
cerns. And I speak, as has previously been referenced, as a presi- 
dent of a 2-year community technical college, but also, I think, as a 
person who is knowledgeable in the general subject area. I have 
just come off a 3-year term on the board of directors of the Ameri- 
can Association of Community Junior Colleges. I chair our own 
state presidents council. I think I ain pretty close to the pulsebeat 
in, terms of the reactions of community colleges across the country. 

My full reaction to the invitation of course is contained in the 
documents. I w'll spend some time briefly touching on the eligibil- 
ity criteria as it relates to the Pell grant percentages. But there is 
another less glaring point here, but equally as great a hurdle as 
the Pell grant recipients, because it has to be cleared, that hurdle 
has to be cleared, as much as the Pell grant recipients percentage, 
whatever it may be. That is the planning criteria. I plan to deal 
with that in a little more detail and then have-other members on 
the panel come back to eligibility. So I won't use my time, too 
much of it, on that point. 
But I would again emphasize the point that— and it would be the 
__first_p.Qint that I make— that our concerns are not with the stat- 
utes. Our concerns are with the regulations. The eligibility ques- 
tion certainly is the biggest question of all, or the biggest concern 
of all. Again, the planning function is critical. 

Let me just touch quickly on the eligibility criteria. First, the eli- 
gibility criteria needs to be based on a point system, as mandated 
in the authorizing legislation. Title III has dropped the weighted 
factor point system, used in the past. 

Second, substantial percentage of Pell grant recipients under 
part A and title IV recipients under p^rt B should be 15 to 20 per- 



cent for coUegeb. Thib, we believe, would be substantial 

when comparing all 2'year colleges in the United^States. 

Title III has proposed 35 percent under part A and 70 percent 
under part B. The question of what is substantial is still up in the 
air as far as we are concerned. 

If the average PeH grant award is to b^ used as part of the eligi- 
bility criteria, 2->ear coUegeb without dorms-and the majority do 
not have dormb— bhould not be compared with two year colleges 

with dorms. * ,. • , i 

Students attending coUegeb without dorms are limited to the 
$l,rO0 allowance for loom and board while students attending^ol- 
legeb like the one I represent, with no dorms, can receive whatever 
lb charged for room and board. Therefore, students at colleges with 
dorms have a much higher average Pell award. 

One last point on the eligibility Pell grant criteria or factor. Title 
III IS propobing the babe year to be 1978-79 for determining eligibil- 
ity. This will make any 2-year colleges ineligible because new 
BEOG regulationb requiring meaburable progress^ standards were 
implemented ip 1978-79. , 

Most 2.year colleges, received less BEOG funds during 1978-79, 
and title III should use, we believe, 1979-80, therefore as a base 
year. 

I will move to the planning part, and then I will hopefully have 
enough time to come back to the substantial or the self-sufficiency 
emphabib quebtion. In previoub tebtimony that was offered here this 
inuf ning, this btatement was made. .The Department recognizes 
that most coUegeb have an inability to deal with long-range plan- 
ning. 

That's almost a quote.' Yet, title III has made long-range plan- 
ning the second most important, and I would say equally impor- 
tant—and I hope my testimony will reveal that— the second most 
important step in the evaluation process for all colleges who apply 

Nchv, the first concern regarding the planning ares is tho long- 
range planning quWion. Titl^-III legislation Recognizes that col- 
leges have an inability— I am\quoting from the law><;-inability to 
engage in long-range planning\/^^ point was made again just a 
moment ago. , . ^. 

This legislation mandates, quote, an institution in its application 
for a grant shall, one, set forth or describe how it will develop a 
comprehensive development plan lo strengthen the institution's 
academic quality and institutional management. And so' on 

Now here is what the rules say. I hesitate to quote all the legisla- 
tion because I feel you are familiar with it. Here's vhat the regs 
say, the rules, in the Federal Register this past July. One, the Sec- 
retary reviews each application for a development grant for infor- 
mation that shows whether the applicant s long-range plan pro- 
vides for self-sufficiency. 

And then, B, in reviewing the applicant s long-range plan, the 
Secretary looks for information to show that, one, the institution 
identifies a major problem or deficiencies that inhibit it from be- 
coming—this all-important point— self-sufficient and thriving 

And, two, the fnstitution proposes effective strategies to over- 
come each problem or deficiency. Another major point is made 
there, or reg, the Secretary does not consider further, doe^not con- 



sider further, an apolication -equal, you see, in importance to the 
eligibility question at th<4t point -for a development grant unlebb 
the applicant b longirange ^jlan clearl> meets the appropriate crite 
ria in paragraph A of this section, the one I just quoted. 

Certainly we recognize the importance of planning, institutional 
planning. Most colleges continue in the planning pruoess. But the 
emphasis is on ^process. 

My college, as well as 4-year colleg:s, does not generall> engage 
in detailed, specific— and I think those are two key .points there, 
(Retailed and specilici-planning for periods beyond 3 years. 

Here are the" reasons. One,\in unstable economic times, such ab 
now, colleges cannot reasonably predict resources from an> source. 
Federal, State, or loc^l, or private sources. Two, we will never , 
achieve self-sufficiency in terms of our reliance upon State, local, 
or. other fiilancial resources. We \vlll achieve self-sufficiency in 
terms of support tKat w,e get from title III funds. * 
' But in addition, the planning experts— and we have attached 
those that we have consulted with, as appendix E, I believe — these 
planning experts argue^ this. On6, the planning process more im 
portant than the formalized document which results from, this 
procesS4.,^Plpj;rmng has to be a continual process. Planning for 3 
years istRe recommended timeframe for a plan to cover. 

Another point that the planners agree on, in 2-year colleges the 
instructional program must remain flexible, phasing in and out of 
programs. At our institution, as an example, we phased out four 
programs 'last, year so we could respond to higher priorit> needs. 
That has to be if we are to respond to the times as change occurs 
much more rapidly day by day. 

Another point, scarce resources must be allocated toward meet 
ing the needs of very diverse students, as has been pointed out- 
veterans, returning women, handicapped, skill-deficienc> students, 
minorities, and Othfers. 

Very few 2- or 4-year colleges could afford, in the first place, the 
resources to compile h 7-year College plan, nor would lne> consider 
it a useful exercise;*" * 

Think back for just a moment, if you will, to 1974. How many of 
us, in 1974,;would have been able to develop plans that would guar 
an tee our self-sufiiGiency today. Look at the changes that ha^e 
come^bout in tnat*7-year pelpod of time. 

Now, if colleges choose to use title III funds to develop Idng range 
plans, bhey will greatly reduce their chances to get a long-tei;m 
grant because the mone> will be committed during the next propus 
al cycle. • ^ • , * 

Even if there is opportunity to get long-term grant money, a*col 
lege will have to submit its proposal for a long-term grant before 
the year of planning has even taken place, assuming funding years 
begin in October and the proposals are due in January, as it seems 
now. That is really a catch 22, at that point. 

We did a sample of 30 colleges. We surveyed them ourselves. And 
it would take 18 to 24 months to complete a 7-year plan in the first 
place. And then at.its completion, it is outdated. 

In a statement to Senator Baucus dated November 28, 1979, the 
Honorable John Buchanan, Jr. not^d that the House bill on title III 
would provide a new structural fran^jework which included incen 




tiveb to onhann? long range institutional plailning and movement 
through the program. A new 4- to 7-year nonrenewable grant is es- 
tablished with 25 percent of the program s appropriation reserved 
for the category. , . 

The reserve feature, will insure availability of substantially 
larger grants to lencourage multiyear planning with anticipated 
movement out of tne program. 

Now, from this statement we can see that the House bill did not ^ 
see long-range planning as an eligibility requirement for a long- 
term grant but part of the purpose for receiving a grant in the first 
place. 

If the intention of the legislation is to include goals and objec- 
tives of the colleges which are related to title III activities, then 
this would be a more feasible, raore relevant approach. A college 
could much more accurately forecast and plan specific goals and 
activities with title III resources and plan for the college to assume' 
full responsibility for title III activities over the course of a long- 
term grant. 

' If the legislation asked the colleges to show how they will 
assume responsibility fr activities begun with title III funds, the 
proposed rules should ; accurately reflect this intention. 

Now another major irn and probably the most critical one, 
is that the proposed rul.^^ note that colleges must submit long- 
range plans with their applications. And also it is stated Miss Lie- 
bermann of the advisory council says that experts still feel readers 
will review long-range plans to determine if fhey will provide for 
self-sufficiency, and if they do not, as determined by these three 
readers, two '*no" votes says your application will not, even be con- 
sidered, just like the Pell criteria. 

An institution's proposal, at that point is dead. And certainly 
this panel of readers will be— and this has been pointed out in con- 
ferences with the title III staff— they are going to be different frqm 
the external readers who read the proposals. 

So the panel experts are concerned about the criteria such read- 
ers will use to evaluate a college long-range plan Planning experts, 
when they evaluate long-rangejgla^ the community. They^ 

-^understand the institution, JRejTTcnow the financial data, they 
know the State plans, they know the community, and an effective 
college plan is simply tied to all these different factors. 

Evaluating a plan of a college, a long-range plan, is ordinarily 
the purview of accrediting agencies. We deal with that, we have 
been dealing with it for years, and, of course, accreditation is an ^ 
eligibility' criteria in itself. ^ ^ 'V 

So, accrediting agencies, with their standards— and, again, I have 
offered my own as just a reference of the Southern Association of 
Colleges and Schools— we have to deal with. 

Now, if in fact a plan demonstrates self-sufficiency, as a separate 
eligibility requirement which must be m^t before the application is 
considered, should it not be included. a? an eligibility requirement 
in the rules? That's not even in the rules, yet it is coming. 

Another concern of colleges is the qualification of readers of the 
long-range plans. We have different people from different back- 
grounds, from private, public, 2-year,. 4-year. We would prefer to 
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have readers that understand the different mission of these differ- 
ent kinds of colleges. 

And finally, Mr. Chairman, the other major concern is the abuse 
of this requirement of the long-range plan. In an effort to conform 
to the rules, this second major hurdle ia get title III funding, col- 
leges which do not have adequate planning resources, including so- 
phisticated data gathering processes, personnel, researchers to do 
the job, technology and expertise to transform data into useful in- 
formation, they may begin to focus on the document, per se, to sat- 
isfy the title III criteria, to be clear, to make application, or indeed 
to employ ghostwriters to do such a plan that probably would not 
be worth the paper that it is written on. \ ' 

A 25-page, long-range planning document, the suggested length 
of the long-range plan, cannot be effectively evaluated,. Jby field 
readers in the short period of time that they would have in the Dis- 
trict to do that. It's just, we think, unrealistic. And even then, once 
that is done, if they say "no" to us, will wp have an opportunity to 
refute any claims that they make when ihey don't really under- 
stand the institution? I 

Title III already requires extensive paperwork from colleges. Col- 
leges who submit regular reports rarely, i^ ever— we have rariely in 
the 7 years that we have been involved in^ the title III program and 
received external evaluation reports at .some cost— submit these 
and ever get feedback. ^ / 

Beyond that, this requirement is an abtise of a Federal or govern- 
mental mandate for paper reduction. 

In conclusion, while no colleges can pbject in principle to the 
planning process as a legitimate and worthwhile function, they can 
and do object to, one, a plan whjch exceeds 3 to 5 years, two, a plan 
which asks colleges to specify financial resources during an ex- 
tended period of time, three, the evaluation of the plan by title III 
when this already is the function of a college's accrediting agency, 
and, four, the plan being a part— and I guess this sums it up very 
sirrjpJy,T^eing^a part of the eligibility grocers. 

The same principles of planning that I referenced earlier— ap- 
pendix C is given as a demonstration of this— ^that we don't object 
to. < 

So the bott6m line is this. What changes do we want? One, just 
use those accreditation planning criteria and be done with it. Two, 
the format, use the same type of format, the process format, as 
shown in appendix C. And then, three, planning should not be a 
criteria at all in the apprbval process. 

The ' planning hurdle is as critical as the eligibility criteria. 
Indeed, it is an eligibility criteria. Long-range plan reviews by this 
panel of three people— and I have already stated— they don't un- 
derstand the college history, and this aspect is not even in the his- 
tory of the legislation. It is not in the proposed regs. 

But indeed it is— I can*t say more important than the Pell grant 
question or eligibility criteria— but certainly equal to it because it 
is another hurdle and a hurdle thdt has to be passed. 

1 know I have used too much time already and I will just hold 
and maybe the self'Sufficienc> question can be addressed later, Mr. 
Chairman. Thank you. 
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Mr. Simon. Thank you very much. The full text of your remarks 
will be made a part of the record of this hearing. 
[Material submitted by Donald Garrison follows:] 

Prepared Statement Submitted ^r. Don C. Garrison, President, Tri County 
Technical College, Pendleton, S.C. 

L TITLE III LEGISLATION AND PROPOSED RULES RELATED TO LONG-RANGE OR 
COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING 

The Titie III legisiation iPublic I^w 96-374 i recognizes that colleges have an "in- 
ability to engage in long-range planning." This legislation mandates that an insti- 
* tution, in its application for a gr-ant, shall— . j . ^ i 

"ill set forth, or describe how it will develop a comprehensive development plan 
to strengthen the institutions academic quality and institutional management, and 
otherwise provide for institutional self-sufficiency and growth (includiiig measurea- 
ble objectives for the institution and the Secretary to use in monitoring the effec- 
tiveness of activities under *his titlef; ..." (Appendix A) , ,u . 

The proposed rules iFederal Register, Vol. 46, No, 138, July 20, 1981) note thaf 
ia» the Secretary reviews each application for a development grant for mfornia- 
tion that shows whether the a{3plicant*s long-range plan provides for self-sufficien- 

{bt in reviewing the applicant's long-range plan the Secretary looks for informa- 
tion show that— , . . 11 * ^ r 

ilKhe institution identifies the major problems or deficiencies that inhibit it from 
becoming self-sufficient and thriving; and » ac 

i2) the institution proposes effective strategies to overcome each problem or deti- 
ciencv 

to the Secretary dues not consider further an application for a development grant 
unless the applicant's long-range plan clearly meets the appropriate criterion in 
paragraph(a)of this secCion" (Appendix B) . . „ • i ^ 

We recognize the importance of institutional planning Most colleges are involved 
in a planning process which, continues from year-to-year However, my college, as 
well as other two and four vear colleges do no* generally engage in detailed and 
specific planning for periods beyond three years because: ^ , . 

il» in unstable econon\ic times, colleges cannot reasonably predict resources from 
the federal, state, local, and private sources, ... ♦ ♦ 

{2t we will never achieve " .elf-sufficiency" in terms of our reliance upon state, 
local and other financial sources, we will achieve '^self-sufficiency in terms of our 
reliance upon Title III funds. 

In addition, the planning experts argue-that: , , . wu 

the planning process is more important than the formalized document which 
' results from this process, planning must be a continual process, 

i2) planning for three years is the recommended length of time for a plan to cover, 
in two-year colleges, the instructional program must remain flexible— phasing 
in and out of programs, providing short-term and one time programs—in response to 
community and student needs, . a- 

scarce resources must be allocated toward meeting the needs of ver> diverse 
students— veterans, returning women, handicapped, students with basic bkills den- 
ciencies, minorities, and others. 

Very few two^r-four year colleges could afford the resources to compile a seven- 
. year college plan, nor would they consider it a useful exercise Think back to 1J74 
How many of us would have been able to develop plans then to guarantee our self- 
sufficiencv today? * , . . i »u -n 

If colleges choose to use Title III funds to develop a long-range plan, they will 
greatly reduce their chances to get a long-term grant because that money wih be 
committed during this next proposal cycle. Even if there is opportunity to get long- 
term grant money, a college will have to submit its proposal for a long-term grant 
before the year of planning has taken place (assuming funding years begin in Octo- 
ber and proposals are due in early January). . , , , <o *u * 

A sample of 30 colleges which we surveyed said that it would take 18 months to 
24 months to complete a seven-year plan. In addition, at its completion, it would be 

^"in^a^s^tatement to Senator Max Baucus, dated November 28, 1?79. t^e Hdn John 
Buchanan, Jr. noted that the House bill on Title III would "provide a jiew structur- 
al Iramework which included incentives to enhance long range institutional plan- 
ning and movement through the program ... A new four to seven year, non- 
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. renewable grant i» edt«tbti»heil wdh J.' percent of the {>j<^gram*i> appropriation re- 
served fur this vatfKtJt> Tl»e re.><rvt feature injure availabilit> o! i>iibi>t<intiall> 
larger e^rant^ to encourage niulti.vcar planning with anticipatt-d movement out of 
the program " From this atattnient we can bee that the Hoube bill did not i>ee long- 
range planning as an ehgibilit> requirement for a long term grant, but part of the 
purj)Ose for receiving a grant. 
If the intention of the legislation ib to include goals and objectives of the colleges 
_ vyhicji are related to Title HI activities, this is a more feasible and relevant expecta- 
tion A College could much more accuratel> forec**ot and plan specific goalb and ac- 
tivities with Title III resources and plan for tht college to assume full responsibility 
for Title III activities over the course of a long term grant. If the legislation iij,ks the 
college to show how it will a^>sume resfA^nsibility for activities begun with Title III 
funds^, the proposed rule should more accurately reflect this intention. 

IL RKVIEW OF LONG-RANGE PI^NS! BY TITLE III 

The prtjposed rules note that colleges must submit long-range plans with their ap- 
plicatioiis- At a^pteniber 24 2o, 1981 meeting of the Advisory Council of Develop- 
ing Institutions, Ms. Alfreda Liebermann announced that expert field readers will 
review long range plans to determine if they will provide for self-sufficiency. If they 
do not» the proposal applications will not be reviewed. 

This panel of readers will evidently be different from the panel of external read- 
ers used to review the proposals. 

Planning expertji are concerned about the criteria such readers will use to evalu- 
ate a College long range plan. Usually planning experts do such an evaluation in the 
context of extensive knowledge ofc>tate financial data, state plans, community needs , 
assessment, etc. An effective college plan is tied to multiple in format on sources. 

Evaluating a college's plan is ordinarily the pervue of the college's accrediting 
agency. Since accreditation is included as an eligibility requirement, would, not this 
requirement for a satisfactory long range plan be satisfied? Accrediting agencies in- 
clude in their stan^/irds all the elements outlined in the proposed loni^ range plan- 
ning process. (See Appendix D for sample standards set by accrediting agency- 
Southern Association of Colleges a|]?l Schools). 

And If. in fact, a plan which demonstrates "self-sufficiency" is a separate eligibil- 
ity requirement which must be met before the application is considered, should it 
not be included as an eligibility requirement in the proposed rules? 

Another concern of colleges is the qualifications of readers of long-range plans. 
Different college private, public, two-year, and four-year— would prefer to have 
readers that understand the varying missions of their colleges. 

HL POSSIBLE ABUSES OF REQUIREMENT OF A IX)NG-RANGE PLAN 

In effortji to conform to the proposed rules and to get Title III funding, colleges 
which do not have adequate planning resources including. 
(1) sophisticated data-gathering processes, 
i'l) personnel who function as researchers and planners, and 

'3- technology and expertise to transform data into useful information ma> begin 
to il) focus on the development of a document to satisfy Title III rather than on a 
planning process which is relevant and flexible, or C2i to employ ghost writers to 
satisfy the requirement. 

A Ll5«page long range pltinnin^, document Uhe suggested length of the long-i tinge 
plani cannot be effectivel> evaluated by field readers in a short period of time, nor 
can such readers provide adequate feedback to the colleges. i\Vill the colleges liave 
the opportunity to refute claims of field readers? 

Title III alread> reviaires extensive p^per.sork from colleges. Colleges who submit 
regular reports rarely, if ever, receive feedback from Title III staff. Title IH staff, 
with its own limited resources, cannot adequately evaluate or respond to an <Mi 
tional 2t> pages per college. 

In addition, this requirement is an abuse of a governmental mandate for paper 
reduction." 

IV. CONCLUSION , 

While no college can object in principle to the planning process as a legitimate 
and worthwhile function, they can and do object to: 
<1) a plan which exceeds to 5 years, 

i2j a plan which asks colleges to specify financial resources during an extended 
period of time. 
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i3l ihe evaluntion uf the plan hy Title III when this already is the function of the 
college s iiccrediting agency, and 

(4) the plan being part of the eligibility process. . ,„ , , , . 

The same principles of planning as outlined m Title III handout on long-range 
planning tsee Appendix C) could apply to the activities planned with Title HI 

Appkndix A.-«Title III Legislation Rklating to Planning 

"Part D— Genkral Provisions 

applications for assistance 

Sec. 341. la^ Any institution which is eligible for assistance under this title may 
submit tu the Secretary an application for assistance at such time, in such lorm, 
and containing such information, as may be necessary to enable the becretary to 
evaluate its need for assistance. Subject to the availablility of appropriations to 
carry out this title, the Secretary may approve an application for a grant under this 
title if the application meets the requirements of subsection (b) and shows that the 
applicant is eligible for assistance in accordance with the part of this title under 
which the assistance is sought. 
"(b) An institution, in its application for a grant, shall— , . , , 

'Hi) set forth, or describe how it will develop, a comprehensive development 
plan to strengthen the institution's academic quality and institutional manage- 
ment and otherwise provide for iiTstitutional self-sufficiency and growth in- 
cluding measurable objectives for the institution and the Secretary to use in 
monitoring the effectiveness of activities under this title); 

{'Zi set forth policies and procedures to ensure that Federal funds made avail- 
able under this title for any fiscal year will be used to supplement and to the 
extent practical, increase the funds that would otherwise be made available lor 
the purposes of section 311(b) or 321(b), and in no case supplant those funds; 

• i3) set forth policies and procedures for evaluating the effectiveness in ac- 
complishing the purpose of the activities for which a grant is sought under this 
title; . , , 

(4i provide for such fiscal control and fund accounting procedures as may be 
necessary to ensure proper disbursement of and accounting for funds made 
available to the applicant under this title; _ 

\bi provide for making such reporU, in such form and containing such in lor- 
mation. as the Secretary may require to carry out his functions under this title 
uncluding not less than one report annually setting forth the institution s prog- 
ress toward achieving the objectives for which the funds were awarded), and lor 
keeping such records and affording such access thereto, as the Secretary may 
fincf necessary to assure the correctness and verification of such reports; 

HO) Provide that the institution will comply with the limitations set forth in 

section 346; ^ -i. j 

•H7) include such other information as the Secretary may prescribe, and 
■ i»> descn'be.in a comprehensive manner any development project for which 

funds are sought under the application and include— 

OTHER REFERENCES IN LEGISIJITION TO PLANNING 

Sec. 30Ka) The Congress finds that— ' . r *«- 

Sec. i2) The problems relate to the management and fiscal operations ol certain 
institutions, and inabihty to engage in long-range planning, recruitment activities, 
and development activites. , . , 

Sec. 31Ub) Award grants ... in order to assist such institutions to plan, develop, 
or implement activities. ' ^ i * * 

Sec 313(c> Notwithstanding subsection (aj, the Secretary may award a grant to an 
eligible institution under this part for a period of one year for the purpose of assist- 
ing such institution in the preparation of plans and applications under this part 

Sec 32ha) The purpose of this part is to provide for a program of short-term fed- 
eral assistance to strenghten the planning capabilities, management capabilities, 
and fiscal capabilities. . , . • , • ♦ 

Sec 321(b) May make grants ... to plan, develop, or implement activities consist- 
ent with the purpose of this part. , . , r I 

Sec S22{\0> Inadequate development offices and a limited capacity for long range 

^*Sec 323 A grant to enhance the planning capabilities of an institution shall not. 
exceed one year. 
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Appendix B. Pkoposko Kti.ES Rkuting to Long-Range Planning 

{Vwm the Ft-df rill Fcji>tfn July 20, li>811 

§ 624.11 Planning grant. 

ta) Unles5 otherwise provided, a planning grant ma> be used for a project to de- 
velop— 

(1) A longrang^ comprehenbi\e de\elupment plan (long-range plan^ as described 
in § 024.22; •> 

(2) An application for a development g^rant; or 

(31 A long-range, plaruand. an. application for a development grant. 
{b> The Secretary does not consider awarding a planning grant to an inbtitutiun — 
(It That is receiving or has received another grant under the Institutional Aid 
Programs; or 

(2) Solely to prepare an application for a development grant under the Strength- 
ening Program if that institution does iot submit a long-range plan containing all 
of the elements described in 624.22 

(c) The Secretary does not consider av^arding a planning grant to develop a long- 
range plan to a cooperative arrangement unless the purpose of the grant is to devel- 
op a separate long range plan for each of the participating institutions. 
(20 U.S.C. 1057, 1059, 1060. 1062, and 1069) 

§ 624.22 Long-range plan. ^ 
{a) In its comprehensive lohg range development plan (referred to in these regula- 
tions as the long range planJ, an institution shall de.-^ribe its strategy for achieving 
self-sufficiency by strengthening its— 

(1) Academic quality; and 

(2) Institutional management. 

(b) The long-range plan must include— 

tl) The institutional mission statement tthat is, a broad statement of fundamental 
purpose that includes the social anu intellectual aspirations of the institution^ 

(2) Long-range and short-range institutional goals; 

(3) Objectives for each major unit of the institution; 

(4) Time frames to achieve institutional goals and unit objectives, 

(5) Resource requirements; and 

(6) Evaluation strategies and performance measures. 
(20 U.S.C. 1066) 

§ 624.32 Long-range plan to achieve self-sufficiency. 

(a) The Secretary reviews each application for a development grant for informa- 
tion that shows whether the applicant's long-range plan provides for self-sufficiency. 

{V In the case of an application for a short-term development grant, the Secretary 
looks for information that shows whether implementing the long-range plan with 
Federal funds is likely to result in that institution moving toward self sufficiency by 
th^ end of the proposed grant period. 

(2) In the case of an application for a long-term development ^ ant, the Secretary 
looks for Information that shows whether implementing the long-range plan with 
Federal funds is likely to result in that institution becoming self sufficient by the 
end of the proposed grant period. 

(b) In reviewing the applicant's long range plan the Secretary looks fgr informa- 
tion showing that — 

(1) The institution identifies the major problems or deficiencies that inhibit it 
from becoming self-sufficient and thriving; and 

(2) The institution proposes effective strategies to overcome each problem or defi- 
ciency^ 

Note — CJongress has determined Un section 301 of the Higher Education Act; that 
eligible institutions face problenris that relate to declining enrolUnents, scarce re- 
sources, management, long range planning, recruitment and development. Long- 
range plans sho^uld address these and any other problems as applicable. 

(c) The Secretary does not consider further an application for a development.grant 
unless the applicant's long range plan clearly meets the appropriate criterion in 
paragraph (a) of this Section. 

Note^— The Secretary does not assign points to this criterion. Rather, the Secre- 
tary determines whether or not the applicant meets the criterion. 
(20 U.S.C. 1057, 1059, 1060, 1064, and 1221e-3) 
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Copy of dralt oi required cuinponenb fur the institutional long^ange P»an. ^listrib- 
uted at a NAFEO iNational Associatiun for Equal Opportunity) Meeting on Septem- 

^Thw long.range'plan should be 25 pages in length as stated by Ms Alfreda Lieber- 
mann 

TITLE in.— iNSTITUTIO.VAh LONG-RANGK PIJVNNING 

L Institutional mission statement 

A statement of purpose of the institution The statement should- indicate the fac- 
tors that make the institution unioue. Specificitv m the statement can be met by 
addressing appropriate items from the folloAring nsf . . .1 ■ 

(a) Characteristics of the students and community to be served by the institution 

lb) Types of programs offered by the institution, 

(c) Level of programs offered. 

(d) Intended outcomes! 

(e) Unique educational approaches. 

Z Long range and short range goals. 
Long range— 4 years or more. 
Short range— 1 to 3 years. 
fa) Academic piograms. 
(bl Student services. 

(c) Student body. 

(d) Academic support resources. 

(e) Institutional revenues. 

(f) Financial assets and liabilities. . . u ■ r 1 

(g) Staff/faculty resources to add or, to achieve a more appropriate business lacul- 
ty. fewer education faculty or staff. . , 

thi Adn)inistrative/ management capacities tpolicies and procedures) 

J, Objectives for each major unit of the institution 

In most cases, achieving institutional gods will require the collective efforts of 
the entire institution For planning purposes it is useful to think through orgt"! 
tional unit objectives in two ways. First, in the context of assigning responBibilitv 
for goal achievement to organizational units-a statement of the strategies to be fol- 
lowed in pursuing each goal (e.g.,). 

Goal 1-steps to be taken (objectives to be achieved) and responsible organization 

""c^al 2— steps to be taken (objectives) and responsible organization units ; 

Second, in the context of specifying the full ranges of objectives for each unit- 
these can include objectives to be achieved in support of major institutional goal as 
well as objectives that are important ^o the ongoing operation of the institution but 
have. not been singled out for special at^fention and incorporation specifically into 
institutional goals; 

Organization Unit A— Objectives to be puursued 

Organization Unit B— Objectives to be pursued 

Statements of objectives usually include the following components' 

The change to be affected or the condition to be achieved. 

The entity in which the change will be affected. 

4. Timeframe , ♦ j/ 

An indication, by years, of when goals/objectives are intended to be completed/ 
achieved. 

0. Resources requirements 

A Statement of the resources required to meet institutional goals and the objec- 
tives of the major organizational units with in the institution The statement of re- 
sources takes the form of: ' 

(a) Dollar resources required each year. ^ . ,- r *u 

ih) Specific human resources that are to be added and the characteristics of those 
resources (a business faculty member, director of alumni relations, etc ) and the 
year each such resource is expected to be added. , * ^ j 

(c) Special/ major equipment resources needed (instructional, computing, etc 1 and 
the year of addition. 
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, v.d; Additional krevtMrd. fuLihtiCb ru^ourteb needed and the year these facilities 
must be available. 

In order to make the statement of resuurtu needs in the following format kwith a 
separate format for each year): 



BUDGET PROJECTION 






needs flee<h 


Org, UnjtS: 
A. 

B.- ...... 




.„ (») 


c»„..« ... ^ 

0. , 

Mandatixy trans. . . ...... 

Paymwts: 

8kl.,„ , 

m 

Etatefa.. 

Total. . 






» Ijpecttify cote *tf uxt$ « dt^etiw * 


REVENUE PROJECTION 




Sowacf R«nu^ 


yej( I Yu/ 2 Ytji 3 


Yeif4 Year 5 Ye3f 6 Year 7 



TutKW , < 

Gifts. . ... ... ^ 

State appropriatKxi etcetera. 
Title III ™. 



6. Evaluation strategies and performance measures * 

id) Performance measures are stated relative to the objectives to be achieved, and 
are outcome-onented rather then process-oriented, and should include level of 
achievement. To the extent that goals are clearly stated, performance measures are 
usually readily derived. Performance measures indicate whether or not the desired 
.;,ends have.been achieved. In stating performance measures, state what is "evidence" 
^at goals have been achieved, evaluation strategies indicate how evidence wil be 
acquired: 

il) Qbiective data? If so, what objective data and how will it be collected? 
(2^ Subjective data? If so, what data, and from whom will such data be sought? 
{hi Types of Evaluation. Formative, Summative, Quantitative, Qualitative, Inter 
nal, and External. 

Appendix D 

summary ok standards, s0uther>4 association of colleges and schools 
^ /. Purpose 

Page 4. "Each institution oUwuid clearly define its purpose and should incorporate 
this definition into a statement which is a pronouncement of its role in the educa 
tional world. The institution's integrity is measured not only in terms of its^ stated 
purpose, but also in terms of its conscientous endeavor to fulfill this purpose." 

"... The facility, financial resources, physical plant, and educatiofial program 
should be adequate and appropriate to meet the stated purpose of the institution." 

//. Organization and administration 

Page 5. "The administrative organization of an institution of higher learning, 
should brmg together iti various resources and coordinate them effectively to ac 
complish its objectives. 
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/// Educiiiwtiiil pm^tam 

Page 1). The educiitiuiuil prog rain must be cledrl> related to the pur post of the 
inbtitution- The reiatjon»hip between purpobe, prograni, and their evaluation niubt 
be demonstrated m policieb and procedureb of <idnnbbion, content of curricula, re 
quirementb for graduation, instructional methodb and procedureb, and quaHt> of 
work required of the students." 

IV: Financial resources ^ 

Page 1<J. The financial rebourceb of a college or univerbit> determine, in part, the 
qualit> of itb educational prograni. Converbel>, the qualit> of the educational pro- 
gram affectb the ability of an in&titutiun to increabe iis> financial resoUrceb " 

' K Faciiltv 

Page l^. The belection. development, aiid retention of a competent facult> at all 
acadennc levelb ib of niajor importance to all inbtitutionb. The relatio^bhip between 
facult> objL»ctives and inblitutiunal purpobe determiaeb in large nieabure the effec- 
tiveness of the total educational program." 

VL Library 

VII. Student development services 

VIII. Physical resources 
IX Special act II I ties 

Page Jo. Man> inbtitutions* have developed a variet> of bupplemental programs 
luliiliiiig their ;»tated objectivebr their continuing education, public and comniunit> 
service demands, and their responsibilities to their constituents." 

Api'endix E 

Ideab and factb presented in thib tebtimon> ?re gathered from collegeb in South 
Carolina and the following educaitonal experts: 

Dr. Kath> Baratta, Chairperbon of the National Council for Inbtitutional Rebearch 
and Planning, Moraine Valley Community College. ' 

Dr. Louis Bender, Professor & Director of Communit> College Leadership Pro- 
gram, Florida State University. 

Dr, Walter Hunter, Professor of Highei Education, Univerbit.v of Missouri. 

Dr. Mane Martin. Consultant and former President of Pierce College and Director 
of the Community College Unit at USOE, Los Angeles, California. 

Dr. Roberta Needham, ConsulUmt, Universit> of North Carolina— Greensboro, 
North Carolina. 

MAJOR ISSUES WITH TITLE III PROPOSED REGUlJVTIONS 

Eligibility criteria needs to be based on a point s>stem as mandated by the 
authorizing legiblation. Title HI is propobing to drop the \v eight factor (point s>stem) 
as used in the past- 
Substantial percentage of Pell grant recipients under Part A and Title IV reclpi 
entb under Part B bhould be 10- JO percent for two-year colleges. Thib would be sub 
stantial when comparing all twu->ear colleges in the United Statc^. Title HI has pro- 
tposed 35 percent under Part A and 70 percent under PiTrt B. 

If the average Pell award is to be used as part of the eligibility criteria two year 
colleges without dormb bhould not Ij^^compared with twoyear collegeb with dorms 
Students attending colleges without Tlorms are limited to a $1,100 allowance for 
room and board while students attending colleges with dorms can receive whatever 
lb charged for room and board. Therefore, students at colleges with dorms have a 
much^higher average Pell award. 

Title nils proposing the base year to be 1978 79 for determining eligibility. This 
Will make many two-year colleges ineligible because new BEOG regulations requir 
*ng measurable progress" standards were implemented in 1978 79. Most two year 
colleges received less BEOG funds mow called Pell fundsi during 1978 79. Title III 
should use 1979-80 as the base year. 

Part B Special Needs Program grants should be designated short t6rm rather 
than long-term because the authorising legislation says Part B is to be a "short 
term federal assistance program." Two-year colleges only qualifying for Part B 
should have the same jjhort-term options as colleges qualifying for Part A. A three 
year grant under Part A is called short term, so why is Title III calling a three year 
grant under Part B long-term. ^ ^ - . 
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Lung-rangf plaanunj (uiuifunteriU for tvva->uar cullegub are tuu demanding espe- 
cmll> bince legialatioii tloc» not r wiairt aa> long range mstitutionai plan Leglsla 
Hon onl> requires a conipruliunaive development plan" which ib referring to the 
college's proposal not the college's institutional plan. Legislative histor> also points 
out that it Was the intent of Congress to encourage long range planning b> offering 
a four to seven >ear program under Part A. Thio program \\ould offer larger grants 
over a longer period of time to encourage some colleges to develop long-range plans 
Title III has imposed the long range planning requirements on all colleg^ appl>ing 
lor an> program. Planning requirementjs established b> regional accrediting agen 
cies.should be sufficient-for-Title-III; - ~ 

In addition, Title HI staff have said the> are going to review the long range plans, 
even before the proposals are read, and eliminate those colleges from further consid 
erntion if the plan does not meet their requirements. This step is not called for in 
the legislation nor is it mentioned in the proposed regulations. Title III is reall> 
adding an extra eligibilit> factor which will eliminate additional colleges from the 
•program and discourage man> from even applying. Title III should drop all of this 
extra emphasis on planning.. 

Proposed regiflations discourage colleges from entering ijiio cooperative arrange- 
ments under Part B because the> have designated all grants under Part B to be 
long-term. This means a college participating in a cooperative arrangement iconsor 
tium* under Part B can never receive th^ir own Title III grant. Legislation sa>s the 
Secretary ma> make grant4> to encourage cooperative arrangements It also says co 
operative arrangements shall be,given priority. Cooperative arrangements should be 
encouraged because colleges can share and combine resources to more effectively 
and efficiently conduct Title III activities while avoiding cpstl> duplicative efforts 

Title III IS planning to fund all the long-term grants (four to seven yearJ the> can 
under Part A and five year grants under Part B. They also are planning to put 80 
90% of the funds available under Part A into four to seven year grants The legisla 
tion caljs for Zo9c in fou; to seven >eiir grants which provides some guidance as to 
the intent of Congress. Putting a large percentage of funds in long term grants will 
force colleges qualifying under Part A ^o develop proposals that ma> not be appro- 
priate for their needs. It will also make this a closed program after the first funding 
cyele. Unless, of course. Congress appr jpriates addjliohal funding which is ver> un 
likely. Title Ill's approach to distribution of funds needs to be questioned 1j> Con 
gress. . 

The self-sufficiency emphasis should be dropped since there is no way to measure 
progress toward this goal. The legislation mentions working toward self-sufficiency 
not necessiirily achieving it. The legislation does not define self-sufficiency, however, 
Title III has defined it to mean *'the point at which, in the determination of the 
Secretary, an institution should be able to survive without funding under the Insti 
tutional Aid Program." Colleges and Congress should ask the Secretary this ques 
Hon, How will we know a self-sufficient college when we see one?** Self sufficiency 
is just like developing institution". No one was able to define a developing institu 
tion for the labt lo years. The whole self-sufficiency emphasis should be dropped 

Legislation says two-year colleges shall receive 2A% of the funds available under 
Part A, and 30% of the funds available under Part B. Legislative history states that 
two-year colleges can compete for the total Title III funds available for the first time 
m 15 years. Title III has proposed to ajvard 24% and 30% of the funds .nly "if suffi 
cient, high-qoiility applications are received." This is contrary to the legislative his 
tory and Congressional intenl of the Title III legislation. The percentages are mini 
mums and there is no mention in the legislation concerning high-quality applica 

tionS. * \ • 

Title III IS proposing in th^ regulations that proposals be evaluated on a 100 point 
scale. However, they have cort^letely ignored the following legislative mandates 

Special consideration shall 1^ given to applications which propose to engage in 
the following activities": \ 

(1) Faculty development; \ 

(?) Funds and administrative management; 

(3) Development arid improvement of^^academic programs; 

{4i Ac(iuisition of equipment for use u^V^strengthening funds management and aca 
demic programs; ' \ 

(5) Joint use of facilities such as libraries imd laboratories, and 

(6) Student services. * \ 

The Secretary shall give priority to grants (or cooperative arrangements when 
ever the Secretary determines that the cooperative arrangement is geographically 
and economically sound.*' \ 
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* How Title III plan:* to handle special consideration" and 'shall give priority" 
itced» to bt' vlauiied iu thu ifgulatioiib so colleges can understand the true emphasis 
of the total program. UndefbtaiiJing the complete proposal evaluation process is a 
must for every college not just a select few with inside contacts. 

The Part B legislation concerning eligibilit> says colleges should have "an enroll- 
ment which includes a substantial percentage of students receiving need-based as- 
sistance under Title IV of the Act/ Title Ill's regulations concerning Part B eligi- 
_biU>- usetLonly- four of- the Title programs to-determine substantial percentage, 
they ar£: 

Peii Grants, Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants, National Direct Stu- 
dent Loans, and College Work Study, 

Why has Title III staff ignored the following Title IV programs when determining 
eligibility for Part B? 

State Student Incentive Grants, Talent Search, Upward Bound, Special Services 
For Distidvantaged Students, Special Program For Migrant and Seasonal Farmwork 
Students, Veteran's Cost-of Instruction, Guaranteed and Insured Student Lqans, and 
Loans to Parents. 

Many two-year colleges and their students are involved in these programs. Their 
Use in determining eligibility for Part B could liave a miyor impact on two-year col- 
leges. The intent of Congress needs to be clarified. 

Mr. Simon. Before I call on Dr. Young, president of Pitt Commu- 
nity College in Greenville, N.C., I am going to have to go. to a 
caucus on the budget. We are talking theory in here. There we are' 
talking dollars that can do something with all the theory we are 
talking about, 

I think what we may need, and I see my former colleague, Mike 
Blouin here, some- kind of an informal meeting with sbme repre- 
sentatives of the "Department and, unfortunately not everybody 
here, but a half dozen representative groups, or representative 
people, who can talk abcut some of the problems that are emerging 
here today. I am going to ask Mike, who is now associated with 
some of the colleges, and Bud Blakey of the staff if they can't, 
when the hearing is over, figure out who would be a .good half 
dozen to meet with the Department of Education, meet with me, 
and the other members of the subcommittee who may want to 
attend such a meeting, to see if we can't get something worked out 
here. - ' 

Again, my apologies for being in and out, but it is the nature of 
the beast right now. 

Greenville is not in your— 

Mr. Andrews. No, Greenville is not in my district. 

Mr. Simon. I want to welcome you here on bejialf gf your Con- 
gressman. He has been having some health problems and he has 
been in and out. We are very happy to have you here. Dr. Young. 

STATEMENT OF JAMES H. YOUNG. DIRECTOR OF INSTITUTIONAL 
DFATLOPMENT. PITT COMMUNITY COLLEGE, GREENVILLE, N.C. 

Dr. Young. Thank you. One clarification I would like to make 
before proceeding. I was flattered with the memo of the meeting 
that came out, however I must correct that. I am not the president 
of Pitt Community College, or at least I wasn't when I left 3 days 
ago. My title is director oT institutional development. 

Td like to preface my remarks with one other statement. There 
has been discussion this morning regardijng the various data that 
has been used to set some of these percentages. The Department of 
Education has admitted that the data that was u^ed was some ag- 
gregated data and in many instances incomplete gata. 
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I wish to remind the members of the committee that the 'data 
that I will be sharing with you this morning is data that is actually 
collected from institutions that were previously eligible for title III 
It is the data, the same„data, th^se Institutions a^^.tuailly used in fill- 
ing out their applications for eligibility. It has been validated and 
it was corrected by a survey that I conducted in September, of 20 
previously eligible title III institutions. So this is the real data. 

As you are aware, section 312 of the legislation defines an eligi- 
ble institution as one which includes a substantial percentage of 
students receiving Pell grants. Now this substantial percentage, as 
you know, was not specified in the law, but it was arbitrarily set by 
those who jvrote the regulations at a figure of 35 percent. 

When I saw that, I assumed that the 35*percent figure had not 
been appropriately field-tested. Therefore, I undertook the task on 
my own of surveying previously eligible title III institutions with a 
validated and statistically sound survey, a copy of which has been 
submitted as an appendix to your document there, to determine 
the* precise effect of these criteria upon previously eligible 2-year 
public colleges. 

The findings of this research, as yo\i will see, clearly demonstrate 
that this particular criterion would immediately eliminate a sub- 
stantial number of previously eligible public 2-year colleges. 

More specifically, it was determined, as you will see in the 
report, that by applying the 35-percent criterion to the sample of 
20 previously eligible colleges surveyed, 80 percent would be ineligi- 
ble if 1978-79 base year data were used for the calculation, and 70 
percent would be ineligible if 1979-80 data were used for that same 
calculation. 

Another vital finding of the research study was the confirmation 
of the hypothesis that there is no significant relationship between 
the proposed hew eligibility criteria and the former criteria for eli- 
gibility under title III, 

Failure to establish any significant relationship between the new 
and the former eligibility criteria suggests that a totally different 
group of educational ins*titutions may very well now comprise the 
target population to benefit from title III. 

It is my belief that Congress had no intent whatsoever of redefin- 
ing the type of institution intended to be served by title III. Howev- 
ei, the research findings would suggest that such a change has, in 
fact, occurred. 

A second part of the proposed legislation and the proposed eligi 
bility criteria whjch should be examined is the criterion related to 
the average size of Pell grant received b^ students at a particular 
institution. 

First of all, the regulations, again, use language which is not in 
express harmony with the language used in the legislation, The 
law specified an average Pell grant ^ward which is, quote, high in 
.comparison to the average Pell grant at other comparable institu- 
tions. 

The regulations however demand a Pell grant award, quote, 
greater than the average Pell grant received by students at compa 
rable'institutions. 

^ These, gentlemen, are two entirely different standards. 
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More iniportaiit. it appuart> to have been assumed that by com- 
paring these avelage^ among so-called comparable institutions, 
that^h^e criterion would in fact be equitable. This is grossly inaccu- 
rate. 

For example, for public 2-year colleges, the average Pell grant 
could var> b> as much as 40 percent for the same student based 
solel> on the particular institution or s> stem of attendance of that 
student. 

More specifically, foi commuting to >our college, the variables in 
calculating the cost of education upon which the size of Pell grant 
is determined are tuition fees, room and board, books, and miscella- 
neous expenses, ^ 

The latter two of •these are a fixed figure. Therefore, the only 
variable in the formula becomes tuition fees. 

A student with the same financial need as reflected in its eligibil- 
it> Jndex could receive a substantially different Pell grant awc.rd 
based on the State in which that student attends a public 2-year 
college. , 

The same student, as demonstrated in the chart in the testimony 
I have submitted, could receive a Pell grant ranging from $732 in 
North Carolina to $1,132 in the State of New York. 

Obviou^l> the proposed regulations would severely penalize low 
tuition institutions, tho.se whose fee structures, I remind you, have 
been he]d_lqw in order t\ increase access for disadv antaged and mi- 
norit> students, supposecny the target population for title III. 

This has already been pointed out. Most of the alarm and the re- 
action to. the title III 'program ha.s focused upon dramatic changes 
in the ,eligibilit> criteria. In my document I have specifically sug- 
gested the effects of some of these criteria upon the Nation s 2-year 
public, colleges. 

I submit hi/wever that the whole eligibility problem can be 
traced back to a single genesis, the failure of Congress to adequate- 
1> define the specific category of higher ^education institutions in- 
tended to be the beneficiaries of the title. 

Under the previous regulations, as bad as the definitions may 
have been, we, at least, had a relatively clear-cut Understanding of 
the proposed target populations. Those were, and I share with you 
some of the quotes from the previous regulations, at developing in- 
stitutions Ivhich were so-called because they were struggling for 
survival,. the> were isolated from the main currents of academic 
life, that possessed the desire and potential to make a substantial 
contribution to higher ecljiication. And then it said, they are distin- 
guished from other institutions of higher education by enrolling 
and graduating significant numbers of economically deprived stu- 
dents. 

The current legislation, however, simpb describes the target pop- 
ulation in this ver> general manner. It says that Congress finds 
that nian> institutions of higher education in this era of declining 
enrollments and scarce resources face problems which threaten 
their abilit> to survive and that these problems relate to manage- 
ment and fiscal operatigns. 

It goes on to say that these institutions, whoever they might be, 
pla> an important role in the American system of higher educa- 
tion. Clearl>, gentlemen, this language is permissive and ubiqui- 
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toub enough to uncompabb virtuallj an} inbtltution of higher educa 
tion in thib countr>. All pobtbucondar> institutions iface problems' 
which, quote, threaten their bur\ivaL Any college or university 
could conceivablj identify problems which, quote, relate to manuige- 
ment and fiscal operations. ^ 

I know of no indication that it was the intent of Congress to 
change or to redefiije the begment of higher education institution^ 
for which title III was intended. In my experience with title III 
since 1969, I have worked with numerous seU of regulations and in 
fact with different pieces of title III legislation. ^ , 

However, the target group of eligible institutions has remained 
virtually the same, regardless of the criteria used to define them. 
And they have always been those institutions which were strug- 
gling to survive or isolated from the mainstream of higher educa 
tion, but which provide access and instruction to^ significant num 
bers of disadvantaged students. 

If indeed Congress intended to open up title III eligibility, to' all 
institutions of higher education, the current language is very ap- 
propriate. *If, however, the intent was to apply a new program 
foonat to essentjtilly the same former target group of colleges, the 
current laliguage is totally inadequate and contributes in a signifi " 
cant way to our current dilemm^. 

Until we adeqXiately define what group of institution^* are intend^ 
ed to be served, everyone will continue to use these ambiguities to" 
promote an endless array of eligibility criteria and there will be no 
sound, basis for eliminating any of those proposed. 

I therefore, on behalf of the public 2-year colleges across this' 
Nation who have previously been eligible to participate in title III, 
prqsent the follow'ing recommendations to theJJ.S. Congref^s. 

No. 1, that section 301 of the legislation Jbe amended to, more pre 
cisely define the specific" group of institutions intended to benefit 
from title III, and thaj: this definition be consistent in substance 
wi^h those definitions of "developing institutions" nistoricall> used 
thrcCigh the previous ^xisten je of the title III program. 

Recommendation No. 2, that the criterion related to average 
aniount of Pell grants either be eliminated or adjusted appropriate - 
ly in Older that it not penalize institutions solely because they 
charge a lower tuition than other institutions of comparable type. 

Recommendation three, that Congress direct the Department of 
Education to establish the substantial percentage of Pell grgnts 
and or campus-based program recipients at such a, level that the 
criterion would not eliminate from eligibility any college which 
was previously eligible under the fiscal 1981 eligibifily guidelines 
with the possible exception of those institutions who were so eligi 
ble being grandfathered into eligibility! \ 

Four, in lieu of recommendations two and three,, that the Con- 
gress ^direct the Department pf Education to revert to the eligibilit> 
s>stfem and eligibility tables used to determii^e title III eligibillt> 
for fiscal year 1981. In such a case^ no coHegJ&^would have to be 
grandfathered, as all interested institutions codld he asked to reap- 
ply for, eligibility using the two tables. 

It was mentioned earlier this mo;ning that the Department per 
ceived that that could not be done under the statute. I tend^to dis 
agree. The statute says a Pell grant which is high in relation to the 



average. Now, the old eligibility tables not only had E and G, but 
looked at the average Pell grant per FTp. You were judged, there- 
fore, in relation to other institutions. The amount of points that 
you received for your Pell grant average was an amount of points 
in relation to the Pell grant averages.of other institutions. I see no 
way that that is in conflict with the law under part A. 

The only difference that we would have, as I see it, of going back 
to last year's 'eligibility tables, is under part B where you have to 
have a table which includes the campus-based programs. But that 
criteria could be addended as a separate criteria and we could Use 
last year's table for the part A eligibility criteria and 'hat would 
then go back and encompass those institutions, public 2-year insti- 
tutions, as* far as I know, who were previously eligible and intended 
to benefit from the program. 

Thank you for your time and attention. 

Mr. Andrews (acting chairman). Thank you, Dr Young. Without 
objection, the full text of your i;*emarks will be made a part of the 
, record of this hearing. 

(The prepared statement of James Young follows:] 
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PkEPAKKO STAT3CMKNT StUMIlTKI) HY Dtt. J AMES IL YOUNG, DIRECTOR OF 

Institutional DEvELorMKNT, Pirr Commlnitv College, Greenville, N.C. 



Section 312 of the Title III legislation defines tn "eligible Institution" 
as on^, ^S^hich includes a substantial percentage of students receiving awards 
(Aide, subpart 1 of part A of Title IV...." 

This '^substantial percentage" was not specified In the law, but appears to 
have been arbitrarily set by the regulation writers at It was the assunp- 

tion ot this cocnenter that the 3SZ figure was not appron ately field tested 
to detemlhe its true effect upon institutions of higher education (especially 
those institutions which had been previously eligible under Title III). There- 
fore^ I conducted a survey to deteralne the effects upon previously eligible 
public ,tvo>ycar colleges. Findings of this research (attached as Appendix A) 
clearly desonstrste that this criterion would lanediately clinlnate a substan- 
tial niiaber of previously eligible public two-year colleges. j 
I 

Horc specifically r it was determined that applying the 3SZ criterion to 
a sample of ^20 previously eligible institutions^ 80 percent (16) would be Ltt^ 
eligible it 1978-79 base year data were used for the calcul.itiSns and 70 per- 
cent (14) would no lon^^^r be eligible if 1979-80 base year data were used. 
When one considers the disqualifying effect of this criterion upon institutions 
which were clearly eligible in the past^ it becooes obvious that its application 
as a benchnark ioi judging e'*.igib.iity of the general population of public two- 
year colleges wuuld bu totally li..onsistent with the historical classification of 
"developing Institutions." 

Another vital finding of this research study was confirmation of the hypothesis 
that there Is nv significant relationship between the proposed new eligibility 
criteria and the forncr criteria for eligibility under Title III. Failure to 
establish any significant celatli^nship between the new and former eligibility 
criteria suggests that a totally different group of educational Institutions 
nay now conprise the tsrgct population to b. tef It f roa Title III. It is ay 
belief that Congress had no intention of re^defining the type of institution 
Intended to be served by Title llli however » the research findings would sug- 
gest that such a change has» in fact occurred. 

Secondly* the legislation simply required a "substantial percentage of stu- 
dents receiving awards under subpart 1 of part A...." It says noth^g about a 
percentage of thv se students "eligible to apply " as specified in the regulations. 
Basing, an institution's financial aid efficiency upon this population base is a 
fallacious neasureaent. Many factors Influence. whether or not a person ''eligible 
to apply" will, in fact» ^pply* The Institution has no control whatsoever over 
the Botivations of Its studcnts,^yct It is having its performance based cn this 
phenosvenon . 

A second part o£ the proposed eligibility criteria which should be examined 
is the criterion relating to the size of* the average Pell Grant received by stu- 
dents at a particular institution (see Ssctlon 625.2 (2) (11)). 

•k ' ^ 

Firsts tine regulations a^ain use language which is not In express harmony 
with the language of the ^legislation. The law specified an average PcU Grant 
awaril which is "high in comparison to" the average Pell Grant at other compar- 
able Institutions. The rcgulotionst however, demand a Pell Grant aw.ird "greater 
than thc^averagc*' Pell Grant received by students at other comparable institutions. 
These arc two cntlrley different standards. 
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Additionally, there !• no b«alc for calcuUtlng th« "avtrase Pall Grant.'* 
Is it an average award per FIE or la it aiaply tha total Pall Grant dollara 
' divided by the .,uaber of avarda? Each of theae aethoda of calculation could 

yield eubatential differencee at any given inatitution. 

More iBportant, ic appeare to be aaauaed that by coaparins theae "averafee" 
aftoni "coaiparable inetitutione" the criterion vould be equitable. Thia ie froealy 
Inaccurate. 

For example • for public tvo^yaar collegea, the avarege ICOG could vary-.by aa 
■uch aa 40Z for the aaaa etudent population* baaed on the particular inatitution 
or ajatea of attendance. Specifically»^for'CO«Mitins tvo*^ear collegeai the 
\ variablea in calculatlns the "coVt of education" upon vhlch the aize of the Pell 

^ Crant-ia'baa^ are tuition and ffee* rooa mad board* and booka and slacellanaoue 

. expenaes. The letter two are fixed at SliSOO; therefore* the on]y variable in 

the foraule beco«ee tuition and feee. The follovlns table deaonatratea 'clearly 
how a atudenC with the eaM financial noed (reflected in hia/her eligibility 
index) could receive a aubetantially different Pell Grant award* baaed on the 
atata of attendance. .The aaM atudent could recieve a Pell Grant ranging froa 
$732 }n North C4rolina to $1*132 in New York. 

Obvioualyi the propoeed regulationa would eeverely penalize low^tuition ineti- 
tutione thoee whoae fee atructGrea were held low with the* intent of Increaelng 

acceae for diaadvantaged and ainority atudente (euppoeedly the target population 
for Title nil). 

BEOG Award Differential For a Typical 
Two- Year College Student laaed on State of College Attended 



(For A Full-TlM Student With A BEOG Eligibility Index Ranging froa 0-SOO) 



State 


Tuition * 
and Pecs 


Fixed Costs^ for 
Room, Boardi Books 


cost of 
Education 


i\nxxint of 
BBCG 


(iorth Carol Lna 


$143 


$1/500 


$1,643 


$732 


Scxith Carolina 


S452 


$1,500 


$1,952 


^ $908 


Virginia 


$341 


$1,500 


$1,841 


$832 


Tennessee 


$319 


$1,500 


$1,819 


$832 


Coloredo 


$519 


$1,500 


$2,019 


$932 • 


New York 


S903 


$1,50U 


$2,403 


$1,132 


Delcvieire 


$529 


$1,500 


$2,029 


$932 


Georgia 


S460 


$1,500 


$1,960 


$882 


Indiana 


$736 


51,500 


$2,236 


$1,032 


ttaryland 


$542 


$1,500 


$2,042 


$958 


Pennsylvania 


$728 


$1,500 


$2,228 


$1,032 



^Source: 1981 CoMvinity, Junior^ and Technical Collejte Directory . 
Aaericen Aaaociation of Covaunity and Junior College! . 
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AsiJ« tron ch<i c^llgibllity •L.ric«>ri4» chere are sooe other portions of the 
proposed rules with whis,h I have iio«e concern. It appears chat the requirement 
for external evaluation has been deleceJ {roa the regulations. This requircs^nc 
is a vital safeguard to the integrity of che prograa and should be reinstated. 

' In Section 624.23 there is a prohibition stating that *an application may 
not include anv activity that duplicates, in whole or part* an activity that was 
funded previously under the Institutional Aid Prograa/' The phrafe» "in whole 
or in part", if strictly enforced i^y be too restrictive. Sone portions of new 
progres activities suy, because ut theii nature* reseoble portions of previously 
funded activities, yet be essential to the operation of che new activity ^hich 
has a totally different thrust. Perhaps such language as "significantly dupli- 
cates" would be Dorc operationally realistic. 

Also potentially croublesoce is subsectio.i £ of Section 624.42. This says 
"a frantce say not use funds under any Institutional Aid Program f or ... .General 
operating and saincenance expenses." This cerm needs to be more adequately defined. 
At what point do recurring costs (such as external evaluation or che salary of a 
project director) becose "general operating and maintenance expenses." Again a 
strict interpretation of chis language ^.ould severely handicap che operation of 
a project, especially a long-term multi-'year grant. 



Host of the alarm and reaction to the new Title III program has focused upon 
dramatic changes in eligibility criteria. Jn chis document I have specifically 
suggested che etfects uf sokc of these criteria upon che nation's public two-year 
colleges. 

I submit, however* chat che whole eligibility problem may be traced back to 
a single genesis~-the failure of Congress. to adequately define the specific cate- 
gory of higher education institutions intended to be beneficiaries of chis Title. 

Under the previous regulations, chere was a relatively clear-cut underscanding 
of which types of educational institutions composed the target population. The 
regulation (45 CFR 169.1) states: 

169.1 "These institutions arc called developing institutions because - 



(a) They are struggling for survival; 

(b) They are isolated from che Liain currents 
of acadeaic life; - 

(c) They possess che desire che poccntial Co 
make a substantial and distinctive contri- 
bution to the higher education resources 
of the nation; 



(d) They are distinguished from other Insti- 
tutions of higher education by enrolling 
and graduating a significant number of 
economically deprived students; and 

(e) They are making a rcsonabte effort to 
ioprove che quality of their prograos," 
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The current legislation describes the target population in Section 301. It 
reads: 

"Sec. 301. (a) The Congreas finda that - 

(1) aany inatitutions of higher education in this era of 
declining enrollments snd scsrce resources face problems which 
threaten their ability to i^urvive; 

(2) the problems relate to the mansgement snd fiscsl oper- f 
stions of certsin institutions of higher educstion, ss veil ss 

to sn inability to engsgc in long-rsnge plsnnlng, recruitment 
sctivities* snd developmenr: sctivities; 

(3) the solutions of >the problems of these institutions 
would ensble then to becotse viable* thriving institutions of 
higher education; snd 

(A) these institutions plsy an importsnt role in the 
American system of higher educstion> and there is s strong 
national Interest in sssisting them in solving their manage- 
ment and fiscal operationa; 

(b) It is the purpose of this title to assist such 
institutions through s program of Federsl assistsnce." 

Clearly* this language is permissive and ubiquitous enough to encoopssi 
virtually sn> ;..stltution of higher educstion in the nstion. All postsecondsry 
Institutions "face problems which thresten their survivsl." Any college or 
university might identify problems which "rela'te^to management and fiacal 
operations." 

I know of no indicstion chat it was the intent of Congress to chsnge or 
re-define the segment of higher edifcstion institutions for which Title IIX 
wss Intended. In my experience with the T^tle III progrsm since 1969, I have 
worked with numerous sets of regulations and with different pieces o£ Title 
III legislstion, However* the tsrget group q£ eligible institutions haa re- 
mained virtually the aame. Regardless of the criteris used to define them* 
they have always been those institutions which were "struggling to survive" 
or "isolsted from the oainstresm of higher education" snd which provide sccess 
snd instruction to signficsnt numbers of dissdvsntsged students . 

If* indeed* Congress intended to open up Title III eligibility to all 
institutions of higher education* the cQrrent language is sppropriste. If* 
however* the intent wss to apply the new program format to essentislly the 
sane former target group of colleges* the current Isifguagc ia totally inade- 
quate and contributes to our present dilemoa. , 

For until we adequately define what group of institutions sre intended to 
be served* everyone will use the sobiguities to promote sn endless srrsy of 
eligibility criteria, and there will be no sound basis for eliminating any of 
those proposed. 

I* therefore* on behalf of public two-^yesr colleges across this nation 
which have been previously eligible to participate in Title III* present the 
following rccociQcndations to the United States Congress: 

1. That Section 301 of the legislation (P.L. 96-374) be amended to more 
precisely define the specific group of institutions intended to 
benefit from Title III* and that thia definition be consistent in 
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substance with those definitions of "developing Institutions" hls«> 
torlcally used throughout the previous existence of the Title III 
program • 

That the criterion related to average amount of Pell Grants either 
be eliminated or adjusted appropriately In order that It would not 
penalize Institutions solely because they charged a lower tuition 
than other Institutions of comparable type. 

That Congress direct the Department of Education to establish the 
"substantial percentage" of Pell Grants and/or campus-based pro- 
gram recipients at such a level that the criterion would not elimi- 
nate from eligibility any college which was eligible under the FY 
1981 eligibility guidelines (with the po^^lble exception of those 
Institutions whlqh were so eligible by b^ang "grandfathered" Into 
eligibility). 

sor 

In lieu of recommendations 2 and 3fl that the Congress direct the 
Department of Education to revert to the eligibility system and 
eligibility tables used to determine Title XXI eligibility for 
fiscal year 1981. No college would have to be "grandfathered" 
as all Interested Institutions could be asked to re-apply for 
FY '82 ell^lblllty^uslng these tables. 
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APPENDIX A Analysis of Hypothesized Effects of Proposed Fiscal Year i982 
Title III REotLATioNs Upon rliSTORicALLY Eligible Two-Ykar Colleges 



upon exa.&uiJttot)t prvposed rt)^uUtioa> tor th< InstUutionjl Aid Fro- 

la tM July ^u, l«>l tK i^i i^K^ iaU t ti*< a-irt.ut :>p<;^ytUl«''i that tiicrc irjy be 
serious n«:>,'Jt iVii. ^.v oe^cn » *.'tu ti juU U Uu :»v revuUti'^N we^rc a<,taaUy 

i£8plcscnlc4. '>p'„v. 4 i iw^i i V , it wjs juruti^t^J thai ii^-w criteria pxopos.cJi tvz 
Jetet .uniOt; Chs.>!»<. i»^sl Atatiua> clij^ibl*. t*.' pirlivipat*. uvut<l vlit itijto I rvnrt 
eIi>iibiliCy >i('iil4.ji>t .'J .U r> •Ji iu»t ilar wUi^^h had hi>>twri<.ai iy becu d«.» 
tA ic'i a> "dctf« l^t^' i . I a cu^iwai." ani whiL^ w, f t .it^riy < ii,.ible utid*. r pr».vioxio 
eli^ubiUty crii» {*a. 

U wds alio <U Cu«l ijtcr ^.>a»r i^^f^svuuvi m the Htiv III ollicc) 

IhJl tL}.« pr'»^'>,td .'fiUrti ^<.t« .s<,l«<.Uvl i£> a s '-^^'what arbitrary or f.-sti aUd 
la>h*. a.i lijt ^ikiuiii wcf*. uot "u» U tested" with a<.Cuai in .Citut lou il 

itod, i^^v/rttC h<. c iu * ^ riavU.J i..f iht i ii-/ .^jkui, soi <_ dvt «. i ; iitat xon 
?h<. t-^t<.utial <.tt' t> ■! tu» jiijj/ovto ''!<.- (.1* M i i ui"»M a i>d. pU* v>t public two- 
»' ar -olU,_' N *t «< . V I .-u. . , n i hi .'f jj. i * 'ia>-iJlUOl i> "<l<.vc i jpi.i. ia>li- 
r^io s," it. s 'tt'- I ui> . ' prtji«^at*a ufo-. aauil u..titaU u.ai duta, « 

't u . . Ja * r r. tu o j( 1. Hi J iC *, i'. t.s , wti it< v< r { ii Jilt, , ,n . IV - 
V aUi ' . an. , V. .T, IV 1!.. , Jilt .'J, lii- djttu t }, 

fit.>?i' J, 1 t . . J [- , t> eii,;ibjla. aiiJ*.r the 



i>i^.aui»». o| v» o "<.s{tuvi(., t^ii^ wuv y had lu tonducttJ bv t. le- 

whiv ■ v,>iU 0'. V aa. ^'..j .^.^.j . i[i i.y^unni *,Oiii • /-"j .'ayluricd. fhu-, 
oin ari>»trarw J'ti^i i Jt> v*jJ<- i. j <,u{rikH. tin ^suj^-U t*i pjbli<» Cwo-ytar <.ull<'>;e> 
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la Ktif Suuthtaftt. 4<i4 > it 1 >il ly i'- vt:»L priLjjrily i»ach ^.olli.'ges tn North 

;2«coa<iIy it W4» <at.-ciUc-«i co re:>l;iwt tU<. :>dxplc to otU)' those scttooU who 
w«jro both f.urr«n&iy a ««i hxalvirically tii^*'^^*' to participate in Title III programs. 
Ubvivu»ly chiS <writ«:ria viul Cv tx ^tiiOci littcrpictin^ ths. lindii^^:* of this 
j»iasly. All iaaCitut^ua i** Ciit *dupU werv vUarl> Ucsi^uatcd as "developing insti- 
tuttons" dutia^ W^iv^-^i^i aud -ik I A>i^t italivuj. had bceji divulopiu^ inititutron tor 
at lea^c thcec y^ar^ sifvc iiti.c^tioa ol Cike Title Ul program. As will be noted 
in >tati»ti<-al data later »i» lUis report, thu avera^t "eligibility score" for these 
in>(iCu(i.nd \baj>cvi vn .i^i^I i(>bi i)ei!> i>^uaL ioa Ai> Ucvc lopiii|j In:!>titution Tables) 
wa» ^l^.&>«7. fui^ ^cil iu exL^>9 « 1 the U«* pumt^ rc<^uircd tor designation* 

A typed re&pv^.sc ior^ >\ppendix wa& construcl(.>d Co insure uninimity 

Jata ^olifvtiei a^»d vdll» >*vre 7ade to 2a public tuo-ycar s.olK^e». Special 
v«ift wjb taKe I tv J^'iAU*. I Uata ciCTsenti requested, e^pc-cxally the I'lucacnt re- 
4u«-a.tiJt>^ the av4.sb<>c vl ^tud«.nl> ^.li^iblc to a[)[)ly iur UtOO in each base year. 

This wj> <lLtiti>a d9 a>i vikidv^^il i^dted ajdi^^al hcadv^uut of students enrolled for 
iix s*>re ^i».dit ny-»t>» 4^xv«.pt those who were ineligible to apply according, to 
the provis.n*u'» C^s <>::^u.m jad 690. 5 (Fell Grant regulations) . 

Tel'Sphoae rti»poa&i'> -crt r^ctived ir^ i *i institutions. Threo~ sehools were 
elirui^ated tro^ 4'.<ilv^4> oetju^t y.^k i ^^:nplete data» leaving a fina^ aaiuple pop^ 
ulatlOfl of tw^^^ty ^ ^v*> ' i^>t . tutiOiis . 

In addA,tiuu ty.' >uj^'^>l> it';, ^^(.atral ^afor«ialiou about ^i£e of institution and 
au'^bcr of yedr» a. a U(K lil ii.b't. icution, each collei^e provided five ba&ic data 
te^:.:*. Thes.e live itc;<» -ere provided tor Cwu "baase years," 1978-79 and 1979-80. 
tae live ite^iS werc- 

I. Total uu^bvr ^tudtrits. eli..ible to apply tor BEOG m base year. 
sSunftbtr ut eli(,ibU' students who received fia&ic Grants in ba^c year. 

3. Percent ot eligible !>t.udeuti> -vho were awarded Basic Grants in base year. 
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H, rot*l ^jK^jiia «•» BfcO^ Anuiit* awardtU by loscicucion in bdse year. 
^. Ht enr*. l^lac.it in i>sist ycdc, uicd ivi c^Uulacin^ average sixc of BEOC/FTE 
unai^c& listi.i^ jll daca eUccnC& voUccCed tor each base yc^r are ^ccached as 
Appendix B to chiS i^p^rt. instiCuCions are identiUcd by randoaly assigned leccers 
on chio ^.ha(C pie^ttve •ittjru^{ucuit> * ^vc Ai*pi.ndix c fv>r iisC ot pjrcictpant schools. 
HypvJthoses ExjMiut^d 

In an acccsipc iSvlj^v spccitiu pucontial t'tfecC& of Che proposed rcguiacions 
apoii previojily cKj^ible i^ui^U*. cwo-ycar ^wllegcs, five primary hypochcscs were 
f jr^laced. 

H|: Thac chti prop^^ed eli^^ibiUcy cricerion» "ac least 33 pcrccnc of 
ic» undeik^idduacv ^^tudcncs who wort enrolled as at lc<isc half^ice 
bCuduncs and wvre eligible Co apply tor Pctl Grancs m chc oasc 
yv*x received Pell Orancs m chat year;" would eliamaCe fron 
elig;LbLliCy sitjaif icanc nucbcrs of mscicucions which had prc*- 
viously been unquc^^t lonably eligible tor parcicipation m Title III. 

H^i ihac thrti IS -lu >i).,ut leant relationship or association between 
tht propos.tJ enter ii^H, "At least 35 percent of its undergraduate 
szj4'cr.ts wh<> were enrolled as at least hjlf-ti»e students and were ^ 
«lt>^ible to apply tor Pell Grants m tlie base year received Pell 
O'a.iti' in that year/' and the eligibility criteria used m the 
prrv»cditi^ ye^r n^00-8l). 

11^. fhat {.litre iS <i iti^uly signilicant relationship between an institution's 
aver^^e &t;u(^ awjtJ/iih -lud ihe percent of students eligible to apply 
tor Ptll or.jnts vho receive Pell Grants in that year. 

. That m i>r<ic c i^r au institution to quality on the basis of the pro- 
posed uK'*t s.itUrioit, "at ieJst 35 percent of its under^^raduate students 
wno w^re ^[ir4.>ilL'd as <it least hali-timu >tudents and were eligible to 
apply tvf t.rasiti m the base year received Pell Grants m that 

year/' that li^ciiut^o^t would have had to have bceo arong those msti- 
^uti^o.is »{uch M^urc-d si^nil iva.it l> hinlier than the P4 points required 
oa tin prtw'icu.^ eligibility scales. 

H I That tht.r« xs ju associdtion between si^e el institution and the 
probabiKt> ^^Ji itit la^citution nseetin^ the proposed new critcrion» 
"at least 3^ ptfrceat of its under graduate students who were enrolled 
a> at lea>t ualt'iiJ^e studcitts and were eligible to apply for Pell 
Grarits xu the o^i&e year received Pell Grants m that year." 
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An«lyai< and Interpretation 
The data collected in the survey were analyzed by the office of the Directorp 
Pitt Cosaunity College K^nAjtectent Xnforaution convortiuo (itseU a Title ill sponsored 
activity)* This section of the report contains findings of these analyses as they 
relate to the proposed hypotheses. 

Findings Xegarding Hypothesis I ^ 

H.; That the proposed eli^^ibility criterion, "at least 35 percent of 
its undergraduate students vho were enrolled as at least half<-tiffie 
students and were eligible to apply for Pell Grants in the base 
year received Pell Grants in that year;'* would eliainate froa eligi- 
bility significant numbers oC institutions which had previously 
been unquestionably eligible for participation in Title III. 

For both base years considered, the institutions cxanined were clearly 
eligible by all for»er prograa criteria. The "eligibility scores" for the twenty 
institutions ranged trow 185 to 26^ with a stean score of 212.647. This score, 
based on April, 1961 eligibility tables, is significantly above the ciinitium 
qualifying score of l74. 

Examination of data for base year 1978-7,9 revealed a range of 4Q.43 percent 
(froa n.49Z to 5l.92Z)ationg the precent of students who received Fell Grants. 
The swan percentage tor the population of *'inst itut ions was 26.316., As deiaon- 
strated in the histo^ras. presented as Table 1, Sixteen of our twenty previously 
eligible institatiuiis C80Z) would no lunger be eligible based on the 35Z criterion 
for base year 1978-79. 

Using 1979-8U as the base year, it was found thai the range asong the percent 
Mt eligible students receiving Pell Cranta widened to 47.54 percent (from 15.73Z 
to 63.27X). However, the ocan percentage of such students rose to 33.081%. 

Although the scan percentage rose, analysis indicated (See histogram. Table 2) 

that 70 percent of <jur previously eligible institutiona would still be disqualified 

s 

using the base year 1979-80. 
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TABLE \ 

ILLUSTRATION OF INSTITUTIONS PROJECTED AS ELIGIBLE 
VS. INELIGIBLE ON PROPOSEt) "35X CRITERION" 
BASE YEAR 1978-79 
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TABLE 2 

ILLUSTRATION OF INSTITUTIONS PROJECTED AS ELIGIBLE 
V§ INELIGIBLE ON PROPOSED CRITERION" 
BASE YEAR 1979-80 
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Ther«fort^» the data gve.wn«ii^!n«;Ly Support the hypothesis. When one considers 
the <lts«tujliiyin^ effect of this criterion upon institutions wh ich were, clearly 
tfUgibltt in thv pJ»l , bgcoiaci obvious that .ts application as a bcnchoark for 
juii^in^ the clt^ibilicy <ji the general population of public two'-year colleges 
would be tiitaiiy incou»i6icot wich the historical clasiif ication of "dcvoloping 
institutions.** ^ 

^iodin>^;t KcKardmtt Hypothesis 2 

H^: That there is no :»i^uiiiccr.; relationship or association between 
the proposed criterion, "at least 35 percent of its undergraduate 
students who were enrolled as at least half-tisac students and were 
eligible to apply tor Pell Grants in the base year received Pell 
Grants in that year,'* and the eli^^ibiligy criteria u«cd in the 
precceding year (ly80-8!)« 

tUstor i^aLLy » "devclopiM^ institutions'* have been defined as colleges and 

uiiiver»il whiih: 

ia) provide i^'Jucat ioujI proj^rams to si^TiiIicant nt abers of economically 
dLi»a\3vauta{;ed jituJenti, a»d 

(b> havf fii^aLf Aaiij.»*ftal t»r ulher Iitailalions which inhibit the i«sti»- * 
tutions "ability l<* survive** or to -inwc lato the "aainstrcaot of American 
Hltjher FduCJiio f", 

Aithou,;n uiU^f I IK pr*'iK.',t'i regulation Ih*. tA.rji ''developing institution'* is 
to^bs. supercLfdcd witf> »ht K.i "tli,,i.bie insttlutum'\ thcic iS no reason to 
^^.lievtt that th*r vrit.»*'^i ttit^wt jt^.^i^irt^ t-hi. taitjet populalfun institutions 
to bt 'kcrvtd - j ii w*»jr»i*. . Iftus* it i-^eiaed reasonable to cxatninv the 

r< laCion;>hip, li a,./, tj^t^tci ttu ik^ p^opw3^.^i I i.i;ibi I t.y criteria and the previous 
<L Ii^i;>iUt/ crit«. ria. 

(It should bt i.ot.^vl ti>jt tUis author is m>i t.>avin<.ed that the previous 
«^Ut,ibility *;riu.ria, t^o/tifc and aver^i^jc BEOG/FTt, arc true indicators of a 
'•developintJ in»citJ!. i-u" as iusLorically detined. However, siuce jsed, I shall 
exayine their reUlivaihip to Hie proposed standards). 

lo ttfit this h>p^'thcoi^, tht previous criteria, reflected in instltuCional 
cUgiblLlw> 2«cor«., «vr*. correlated wirh the acw standard » the 352 BEOC award 
criteria, tor tn*i at^alysis thre*. institutions were extracted fron the saaplc. 
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These schools te«n *'^rint!li«cher«ii!'' into uii^ibiligy in 1980-01 and Cberefore 
did not rcpoiC^vali<l eligibiliy scores based on Che April 1981 tables, the 
saaple size (N) ^zt \7 for9rboCh\base years exanmedi ^ , « 

The CorreUCion co*((LfiLt/\t <R) jas used as Che measure o^ association be.>weei? 

variable X (eU^i^iliCy Si.ore) and variable i (pejcenC of eli^Adlt students re- 

. * ' * * . \ 

Ceivinl Pell Orants). Atxalysii indicated a positive correlation coefficient of 

only .146 for the base yejr 1978-79. txaaination of' the data for 1979-80 yielded 

J positive correlation of which, ^thout^h higher, significantly lacked the 

isatnitude to deiaonstratc au> rcass>aat^lc statistical associatiou between the variables. 

Therefore, the conctui.ion drawn i» that ths hypotheses is valid. Tliere is no 

\ ' ■ ' 

perceived relationship bciwccti tht pco^jsed eligibility criterion and| chc previous 
standards for eligibility to participate in Title III. j 

^inJin^s Regarding Hypothesis 3 i 

U^i That there a a highly significant relationship between an institution's 
average BLOO j^JrU/tTh and the percent of students eligible to apply 
tot Pell Crants who receive Pell Grants in that year. , 

Ihtt prcofcse for testing ihis hypothosis is chat one should expect an extremely^ 
linear reUCionship between the average BEOC p*^!^ t-TE and chc percent of eligible i 
students receiving 8kOO the latter criterion is to be considered consisterttl'y 
p.cdictive. If Che <.</rrc iat ion is substantially positive, then bnc cnii R;,<k.e sta- 
Cistical prcaictions rc^iurding the likelihood of an institution wiCh a gwen 
average B£OG/FTE actainit^ the vpLCiticd 35* criterion. 

Ising 197a>7> base year dat*a, the correlation coefficient between variable X 
(percent of eligible students receiving BEOC) and variable Y (average amount of 
BEOC/fTE) was positive at ^the level of ,772, Although not excessively high, this 
coefficient is a rclacively scrong ctcasure of association. 

Based on Chcse ^^Ca Che average perCenCagc of eligible «CudcntS recciv .nt 
BLOC for Che sae^^t'c populacion is 26. J 115 percent. The average «EOC/FT£ is $171.20. 
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USiit]; A predictive re^jiesfiyi* «K»dfl, in tht* bn^tt year, for au institution to 
reach the 35Z level on variable Xi its avcra;^e BtuG/FTE would have to be $2Q7.43. 
When th« s«&pl« institutions are plotted against this predictor (see Histograa, 
Table 3) eighti'Crt {9oX) would be ineligible and two ( lOZ) would be eligible 
(based <)n a «77? correlat^ion). 

jfor ba?*? year |y79-8U, tnc ©van store 'A variable X (percent of eligible 
>tudents receiving BEOo) i> JJ^u72 and the K^^-an ot variable Y Uverage amount of 
S>.Owrt£> IS $225. »0. Ihc correlation fvr cU*^ base year is .687; again a reason- 
ably accvpcable association'. 

t^jT li^7^-au» therefore, m order to pr*>jtct a 3>1 population of eligible, 
students receiving BECK*, an ms-titution would have to have an average BhOG/I-TE 
ol $233, When sample *^nstituticns are plotPod against chcs^j Qritcria. (Sec 
iU»tu>;rd-^, lable m> twelve (bOl) would be ineligible and ei^iht UO^) would be 
vlifcibli <bascd 4 -^^7 co^itlicient of correlation). 

i'h?rutyrc,althou)t,U there is a relatively substantial relationship^ between these 
two vari*5>le»» the aveij^v btcG/ M£ needed by an instxtucion in order to qualify 
19 bi^uttivantly abcve the avvrjge ior our historically eligible inst itutiOUi, and 
the data t^tid to farther coHtiri tht deleter ivu> eff-*cts ot the 35^ vriteria as> a 
tvikuri- ot vUg.biUty ur previously eligible schools. 

~- - --^ ,^ t-mdin^js Ke^arainx Hypothesis U 

ki : ihaJ^* ordtr an institution to ^lualify on the bai^is of the 
" propoie^i n- -f criterion, "at least 35 percent of Us undcr^jraduate 
students 'who v^re enrolled as at least half-time students and 
were eli^fible to apply tor Pell Grants in the base year received 
Pell Grants in that year," that institution 'would have had to 
have been aaon); thuse institutions which scored significantly 
higher than the 174 poiuts required on the previous eligibilit- 
scales. 

Although the previous. .j^4'ilitility tables and scoring system would no longer 
bt ufced'undcr the propo!>.tiJ cegulations, one should reasonably expect the new 
criteria not to substantially wlter the basit characteristics of institutions 
^ that qualify for participation in the progra.T5. If the characteristics of 
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TABLE 3 

ILLUSTRATION OF INSTITUTIONS PROJECTED AS ELIGIBLE 
VS INELIGIBLE BASED ON AVERAGE BEOG/FTE 
BASE YEAR 1978-7-9 
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TABLE A 

ILLUSTKATIOM OF INSTITUTIONS PROJECTED AS ELIGIBLE 
VS. INELIGIBLE BASED ON AVERAGE BEOG/FTE 
BASE YEAR 1979-80 



H j S T C' G R A M 



I 







, ^ ^ » ir * 




I 












z 








J *« » 




J * 4 * 








t • « > « it 
























^•4* ♦ * 








* 11 < *■ # t 








• v ► ♦ 








# ♦ ' * 








«4 » # -«< 




\ K - ♦ 




* * 4 -» 


r » * 1 • 










» ^ • ^ 




• t « ♦ - 


« r < « 






• • « • 




» ♦ # * 






f » » , • 


• If f • • 


< d ,1, 



PiTRC^NT 
I 

60.0 

I 
I 



I 

( 

K 
I 



ERIC 



HtST CCPy AVAilflBLE 



53 

participant insCitutiuun «r<» av»t appr«ci«bly 4ltered« then there 4»hould be a 
highly sitnifUanC celatiunship between sch«>uU quaUf)Fing undcc the uew criteria 
and th'Sa qualifyiag under the previous standarda. 

Thia preaise wa$ investigated by us^n^ l980-8i eli^^ibiUty scores as a pre- 
dictor of. tb« likelihood institutions attaininj^ the 33Z critecion. Three of 
the saapl<: awh^uls were elia^nated irs^A this analysis siuce LhL> were "grandfathered" 
in l980-8i and did not hav^ an dcs.tirate eligibility score to report. Thia left a 
5«^pltf size (K) ot seventeen institutions. 

Using base year 197^*79 data it was found that an institution with an eligi- 
bility sCvre of 174 (.the previous aiiuaua for qualif i\.<ition) would predict only 
25.311 percent of eligible students receiving-^Pell Grants. Un thia basiSf in order 
for an institution t^ projc<:t a 35.0 percent eligible students re\.eiving Fell 
Cranita« xt« )d80~{}l eligibility score would have to t^ve been 336. 

When the t^asple institutions are plotted against ^his predictive oodel 
(see Histogram, table 5) none of thea would project eligibility. 

For base year i!^79-dU, an institution with the previously siniaua eligibility 
score ^f f74 would project Jl,46 percent on the new criterion. In order to project 
the proposed 35*U percent on the proposed criCeriont an institution lu this analysis 
would have to have had a i93U'-5l eligibility score of 212. 

U the (7 coUe^^es m the sample are plotted against the 1979^80 bat>c year y 
SDOdel vsee Hi^to^raa, T^blc b) , thcu ten of thea {SQ.dZ) would project <it> lucli^lble 
and seven (41.2%) would appear clij^ible. 

therefore* when oni; considers the ubviuus incuspatibility between Ine I9d0'81 
eligibility standards and che proposed 351 criterxun, further doubts Surface 
regarding the appropriateness of the proposed regulations as determnants of 
"developing instituLi<jns." As demonstrated, the new standards could conceivably 
have eliasinated all «f our previously eligible collegas usin$ 1975-79 base year 
data and a majority of thea usi^g 1979-80 data. 
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TABLE /5 

ILLUSTRATIOH OF INSTITUTIONS PROJECTED AS EILGIBLE 
VS. INELIGIBLE BASED ON PRIOR (1980-81) ELIGIBILITY SCORES 
BASE YEAR 1978-79 
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, TABLE 6 

ILLUSTRATION OF INSTITUTIONS PROJECTED AS ELIGIBLE 
VS» INELIGIBLE BASED ON PRIOR (1980-81) ELIGIBILITY SCORES 
BASE YEAR 1979-80 
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Ic i» Che opiaion s>l chis author that iongrossional intent in the 1980 
TitU III aa«n(tsents was to eventually eWaXnate participating lu&litutiMnt t>> 
"i^r«(iuatin$" Ch«a iton the pio^faa. >SOvherc is there evidence to tuppurt <n intent 
tp eiA^i^nate St^rtxt A^aul nuab«r» of p£cV4^a:»l> «.liiiible «(.hools by the establish- 
ment oi excessively prohibitive initial eligibility standards. 

Findin>;s Kegarding Hypothesis 5 

H : That there it an asi^dciation between 5ize of institution and 
Che probability of the institution raeeting the proposed new 
criterion, '*at least ,35 percent of its undergraduate students 
who were citrolliid as 4t least half'-tixe students and were 
eligitxie to apply for Fell Crant« m the base year received 
fell Grants in that year." 

This hypothesis was exaxined because the author speculated that the new 
«.riterion ^i^hC o'.dke it coure dxilicult fvr larger institutions to qualify because 
the rcHluired pcrceuta/^e is a fd(.t<j>r related to the divisor in the equation (which 
(.an be )>;,rej£iy ititlucnced by nunbcrs of part-time students enrolled). To test 
iUt^ ptcjtii* <ia .iiijly>i> i vjtiattcc (AfiOVAJ comlutttJ to exaiaine the pro- 
bability of projected eli^^ibility a& a factor of inStlCuCional size. 

The saisplc in>t itutioa:* were divided into three groups: I) Soall-Those 
with aa frTL of i^-i^:^^ Kediua-ThoSe with an FTE of iOOU-200U, and 3) Largc-Ihose 
with nt ^^reatui chaa ^^.uLt. KeUti^/nships between the variables U-ins: itiitional 
;iiie it-TE), Y-ptrctrut oi «!liijibit students ttceiving BEOG) were then subaitted 
to three-group A^OVA. 

iror the base year i:/7d*79 the cean of variable Y for the small institutions 
was 23.52Z. For Che aovdiuD gr*^up it was 25.44, and for the small group it was 
24.002 (see statistics, Table 7). Therefore an inverse relationship at the 
voetticient of was found between institutional size and the percent of eligible 

students receiving BEOG (This relationship is plotted on Table 8). 

It shvuid be pointed out that this relationship was not established as being sta 
txstically significant. However, this problem appeared to be pricurily a factor 
of the size of (N) in cur saaplc. 
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TABLE 7 

.GROUP STATISTICS FOR THREE-GROUP 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 



Base Year 1978-79 

\ 

GROUP N MEAN \ S.D. 

Small 28.5238 \ 10.129 

Medium 7 25.4457 \ 12*0423 

Large 5 24.002 6.6379 



Base Year 1979-80 

GROUP N MEAN S.D. 

Small 7 35.1671 10.2325 

Medium 7 33.8914 17.0542 

Large 6 29.7017 10.0078 
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4 ♦#«»##»##»##»##»#»*#«####»»*****♦♦♦♦♦♦♦♦♦♦*********** 

TABLE 6 

REUTIONSHIP OF INSTITUTIONAL SIZE AND PROBABILITY OF 
QUALIFYING ON PROPOSED CRITERION" 
BASE YEAR 1976-79 

X BY Y PLOT 



I 

51.92+ ♦ 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

H5.18+ 

i 
I 
I 

% i 

3c. 

X 
I 



I 

i ♦ 

J -* 

I 

i 

I » 
I 



1 t . ^-^^ 



^v:.i5i 3ji>.o0 l.BZ.aZ 3570.13 47:5.03 

r T £ 
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' TABLE 9 

REUTIONSHIP OF INSTITUTIONAL SIZE AND PROBABILITY OF 
* QUALIFYIHC OH PROPOSED "35X CRITERION" 
BASE YEA R 1979- 80 

X &Y Y PL 0 ^ 



it. 3^- 



' » « * 4- 
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vari.t.1. Y t.ll 35.101 .or s^ll institutions to 33.8; tot MJiun Si« school.. 

W J* 70X in tho "lUs" U« TabU7). The correlation co.tficUivt (or 

thi. ba... y.ar wa, agai« neg.tiv. and .li.htly stronger (-.303) than in the 1978-79 
'analysi.. Tbe relationship of in.tltuli.nal ,it^ >lo projected eU(;ibility for 
1979-30 i» graphically dcpicteil m Table 

Again it .hould be -mentioned that these relationship, could not be establisWd 
„uh statistical sxgnit.cance in out sanple population. Nevertheless, our hypothifi. 
appear, to be logical. T1,ere is (as demonstrated in the foregoing graphs) a con- 
sistent tendency i.wer»e relationship between institution ,i» and percent oi 
eligible students receiving Bell Crants. further studies with larger sa«ple 
.cpalitio., «o.ld be needed to deternxne if this relationship would persist and 
tlietelorc becoiH! -.tatlit icall> significant. 

Conclusions and Becoaaendations 

t„. ba.ic co..a«i.n drawn .ro= this study is that the proposed eligibility 
.titci.a «or the Title U. program are arbitrarily and disproportionately pun«tive 
to p.bUc t.o-year e.Ue.e. -Inch have historically been clearly eligible to 
participate the prosran. Ihe raationship. herein examined ax^ng and between 

variabU. a> prior el.gibUity scores, average BhOO/tTE. and percent o. 
Ui.ibl. u.d,.t. ..-..ivio,; Poll Orar,ts clearly der=o-.strate the effect, that the 
prop.,ed c.iurw .-.Id ha... o,. . ..titufo.s. Tius especially signi.icant in 
l.,;ht o. Che .act t>,at '.no analyses were cond.cted u.l...: the actual insti^iti^ 
aata which weuU nav. t. be used by these colleges lo calculating their individual 

the tac. th.t ...nificnt nac^bers of iho mstuutions thi. sa.ple could ^ 
ait^inai.d iro:. Uu'ibilitv uader the ucw *yslc» oisc be given scricuo 
auetition. This IS paramount b- cause all ol these schools were clearly and 
historically tU^^ibU Title lU institutions. Therefore, application of the new 
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Standards t-.' thu ^JXIILLLL}^ luvf 4? it k i hi.ner t'du(..at s>'^ wguM 

obviously have even i^XK dta-'at.c f^c^;a» ivt v<niic iUM.^^.'^. 

based ?ht >e ii»^il'«^'.> it i& r^-coccsenU*. J that stv^rai alternative ^ be 
exaaiuiid, tirsi tiK / '^^j.bi Ut> ..t a* ,nt Co -hv Ux,j.j>iatioa r«.=j?viat. th^; 

&i»date tor tht 'Subi.i;<».*t *al i>t t4.<.atj^^i oi -»t^^^^..t i<.v^iVAi.. awarsli» uuder i^abpart i 
ot A ot iitK' iV" ^.ItoaW U tju'> crit(.ri.*ju c<t.uc>ved, consideration 

could bt given ?ctv»£niut tv tit-t ^ievis^y^ vfiUcia, w{ aithoat,h pu^:^^ irti^ 
their owft Ii>itations, havt b^^«a j^cnerall> atccpted. 

It the "wndjite to rccain the "substantial perctntaii>" is upheld, the sictual 
pcrciftta^jv v.u{vtt sh^'oiia vtv^vus-i/ be lowered* iia!>ci on tht rv;^var^h vitvd in thii 
report, ior public two vvJt ^vlU^'v:> tUt ptrw-ntai^e wiuch uouid varrclatt. with 
the previous eli>,ibiUt> s\.utt cats?ti ot 174 j^oiot* -f;>uld bv tvt ba->t yvar |47^J- 

t-ilt ju-Ji J 1. 4 tor 4*7/-^o. 

^Ck,ardlc^ji IhK vaivuiati\jn ?avChodolo^> bhich ii iinally adopted tor 
f-Y ly^^i any *,ut*U pt iut*, avi. tj^:*; s , or other quantitatiVf eligibility criteria 
to be ui>^J ^h'jll wt " f it Id-L^. >U d" in a Significant number ot representative 
liijtitutivns ^'i hi^^cr edu<.aticu, u:>in]ji actual institutional data. This report 
clearl> de.i.v.'i>txat^j th«. p«^ttatial daa^^er vt trrvr involved m netting i^uch 
criteria accorditw to Jther «.&ti'-at(.& ot vtfeCl. 
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Appendix A 



^ TirU. Ill SlV/iY 
ia>titut'ivi» - 



iutai t'ilC «i>ri^llr:e-.t uor lai>.t ;^*iir uvaiiiai^ici 

i^ata tor tiai.e War B?<»-7.' ' 

'l, iv.tal f.u.ivr vi vtu.c.t. oii^^iU api-'iy b>i K«0 iii Ixs^c yoar ^ _ 

2. Suiler v>£ ^tuiwit^ elicit it a^^Jl^ ie.<.'ivi''i OUU a>vard> Hi Uxi»e VtW ^ 

t. i"ta; a.t^'.» ■ r Ui-iJG <a.>\tr<j^\i Ua^-o year 



J. ' .1 -tv*uv * ' award' 

4. i.'ia* c .itv a'sui i'--^ !■ Ui^u' j-oar 

* Ti. Kr U»>.' /'-or x!*! vaicii.iiT-i.."^ avcra^t.' BUCm , 
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Appendix C 



AtPHAaETiCAL LISTING OF INSTITUTIONS 
IN SAJIPLE POPUUTION 



{• A« vcander City St^iCc Junior LoUti^e 
I* Be^^torc Technical College 

3. Caldwell CoeraiuniCy College 

4. College of Che Albecarle i 

' J-'ioreace-Darliogtofi Ttwhnical College 
b. Greenville Technical College ^ 
7- Horry-Ceorgecown Technical College 
a. Jaffic'9 3pruac Technical College 

Hay land Technical College 
lU. :^idland:> Tccftaical College 

11. Piedjconc Technical College 

12. PiCt Cocanunity College 

13. Koanoke-Chovaa TechtULal ^i^ollege 

14. Sasipson Technical Collegj; 
Sparcauburg Technical College 

ib. Sumpter Technical Colleg'e 

17. TridenC Technical Cc»lleg|; 

I 

IB. Wayne Cofr-iiunity Colle;?:^ \ 
19. Wilkes CoRnunity College! 
2u. Williamsibarg Technical College 



Alexander City, Alabama 
Beaufort, South Carolina ^ 
Lenior, North Carolina j 
Elizabeth City,^orth Carolina 
Florence, South Carolina 
Greenville, South Catolina 
Conway, South Carolina 
Kenansville, North Carolina 
Spruce Pine, North Carolina 
Columbia, South Carolina 
Roxboro, North Carolina 
Greenville, North Carolina 
Ahoskic, North Carolina 
Clinton, North Carolina 
Spartanburg, South Carolina 
Sumptcr, South Carolina 
Charleston, ^outh Carolina 
Goldsboro, Horth Carolina 
Wilkesboro, North Carolina 
KiQgstrce, South Carolina 
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Mr. Andrkws. We next have Dr. Vincent Darnowski, president 
of Housatonic Cummunit> College located in Bridgeport, Conn Is 
that correct? 

STATEMENT OF VINCENT S. DARNOWSKI, PRESIDENT, 
HOUSATONIC COMMUNITY COLLEGE, BRIDGEPORT, CONN. 

Dr. Darnowski. Yes, sir. The identification is correct. 
Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

It is a great privilege and pleasure to be able to provide some 
views on the proposed regulations governing title III. 

I will not read my comments which are written, I feel somewhat 
frustrated actually because they echo so much both Dr. Young s 
and Dr. Garrison's comments. 

Td like to also indicate that Dr. Garrison asked me to apologize 
for his having to leave but he had an 11 appointment with Senator 
Thurmond, so he did move on to that particular meeting. 

I'd like to restrict my comments to relatively few and not expand 
terribly. But No. 1, looking at the proposed regulations from the 
point of view of the institutions, certainly in Connecticut and New 
England, I could report without a doubt that within Connecticut no 
comnunit> college would be eligible under the proposed regula- 
tio.ib, whereas under the previous regulations they all would have 
been eligible. 

Mr. Andrews. May I interrupt? I am still trying to get the big 
picture. Where would the money go essentially? To 4-year institu- 
tions? What are we basically talL'ag about? Apparently we are not 
talking about a reduction in money? 

Dr. Darnowski. No. The funds are available. 

Mr. Andrews. Apparently we are talking about^ something 
against something and I am trying to identify what. 

Dr. Darnowski. OK, what we read the regulations as saying to 
us very clearly is, look, you can no longer be eligible to compete for 
the available funds because we ve changed the ground rules with 
regard to eligibility. 

Mr. Andrews. To favor whom over you? 

Dr. Darnowski. That's a good question. I really don't know Be- 
cause I don't think anybody knows. This is the difficulty we've got 
to deal with. My testimony talks of the fact that 35 percent, 40 per- 
cent, 10 percent, 5 percent, that s a very, very arbitrary set of crite- 
ria. Where did the 35 p^ rcent come from, as Mr. Erdahl pointed 
out previously and as someone else pointed out? It came from a col- 
loquy on the Senate Floor. That really doesn't have much basis in 
statistics from anybody. It is simply somebody's attempt to define 
or get themselves out of what I would call 

Mr. Andrews. For some purpose, I dare sa^- 

Dr. Darnowski. I couldn't say. I really don't knov.. I think we 
are in a semantic trap. I think somebody said '"substantial " And 
nobody has been able to define the term "substantial." 

I've heard all kinds of things. For example, my understanding 
w£s that at some point there was discussion about the 35 percent 
or .some other percentage. It wasn't the number of people eligible 
to apply but rather was— I think you can probably reply— eligible 
to receive, and' I think that makes a big difference. You know, we 
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come from the Gold Coabt of Connecticut. My students aren't going 
to be affected b> the eligible to appl> thing. They virtually all are 
eligible to apply. We've got a very low-income community in the 
Bridgeport area. So in other of the schools in Connecticut, a lot of 
people might not be eligible to apply simply because their family 
income is sufficiently high to immediately eliminate them. They'd 
be turned away. 

There are a lot of reasons people don't apply. For example, in 
Connecticut, we provide, or the State provides, a certain percentage 
of our tuition income to low income students for the forgiveness of 
tuition. As soon as we take care of that very low group, immediate- 
ly their Pell grants are going to hit the floor. And our comparable 
Pell grants couldn't necessarily meet some of these particular crite- 
ria. 

That's not, again, my institution, but it is at other Connecticut 
institutions. I don't know. Frankly, I think it was an arbitrary deci- 
sion and I think that the Department's gotten hung up on the arbi- 
trary decision. I think we've got another semantic problem and 
that is, I don't think that the legislation forbids the use of a table. I 
think there may be some problems with the old table when you 
look at part A and part B and so on, but there was no reason why 
a new table couldn't be set up. 

The fact of the matter is, I stole one from one of the other com- 
munity colleges, and added, it to my testimony, and frankly I think 
that could work. But I think we are in a time bind. We've only got 
a few days, a few weeks, before this thing has to become operation- 
al if we are going to get funds in October of 1982. 

And so we've got to find some way of at least beginning to solve 
the problem. I think Dr. Young's suggestions get to that point. The 
eligibility really is what most of us are concerned about, I really 
disagree with this whole business that it is in disagreement with 
the legislation. I think it is a disagreement with the interpretation 
of the legislation which has led to the regulations. 

I think we are, again, getting into semantics. I really don't want 
to get into that kind of a discussion. It's a trap. 

You can use all kinds of yardsticks but I think they have got to 
be applied fairly and reasonably. I think the old approach where 
you get the information for all the institutions and then pick a 
number out of the data which has been generated by those institu- 
tions as the point at which there v/ill be a cutoff and then allow for 
some kinds of appeals, I think that is reasonable, 

I think this business of just saying 35 percent, you just don't 
know. And that is my No. 1 point. My No. 2 point was Don Garri- 
son's point about planning. I think what they are asking for in 
terms of what vve've seen so far in the planning documents we are 
supposed to fill, are really going to lead us into three possibilities. 

No 1, as Don mentioned, going out and getting a ghost writer, 
w hich I think is madness. No 2, fitting your plan to what you think 
your proposal is going to be, which I think is self defeating. Arid 
third, I think we have got to face the reality of what planning is 
today, 

I attended a bank board meeting a week ago. And they came up 
with this beautiful long range plan, their goals and objectives and 
so on, and I asked, out of curiosity, what are your time lines? And 
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thev gave nw a fudge aubwer. And afterward the guy who was re- 
bponbible for the plan came up to me and said, you know, I hope 
>ou realize that in the ver> changeable banking environment that 
we are in, putting on time lines and all that kind of tjiing doesn't 
mean an awful lot right now because things are changing too rap- 
idly. 

Well, the same conditions apply to us. We don't know in Con- 
necticut right now what our 1981 82 budget really is because of 
local fiscal concerns and we are operating in an environment 
where one of my <.olleagues puts down his annual objective, surviv- 
al.- 

Title III is supposed to help us in the matter of survival, and I 
am ta>ing, I am asking really for my institution and probably all 
of t)ie other communit> colleges, give us a chance to participate in 
this importa.it program b> making the eligibility requirements 
something rea-sonable, something that v\e can hang our hat on and 
see that ther^ is a uniform application. Let s not get into the use of 
arbitrary yardsticks. 

I think Yardsticks can be used to measure and to punish. I don't 
think an>bod> is out to punish us as such but I think if you put up 
that yardstick as a hurdle, then either you get over it or you crash. 
And I just don't think at this point that that is reasonable. 

I guess that sums up everything that I was going to say. 

Mr. Andrews. Thank you. Dr. Darnowski. Without objection, the 
full text of your remarks will be included in the record of this 
hearing. 

[The prepared statement of Vincent Darnowski follows:] 

Jkkparkd Statement of Vincknt S. Darnowski, Presidknt, Hocsatonic 
Community College, Bridgeport, Conn. 

I am Vincent S. Darnuwbki, President of Housatonic Community College located 
in Bridgeport, Connecticut, 

It IS a great privilege and pleasure to by able to provide views on the proposed 
reguiattunb guverning Title HI, the Institutional Aid Program The correpondence 
received about thi& hearing indicated an interest in hearing about the "practical ap- 
plication of man> of the ^Education) Department's interpretations Before re- 
bponding direct'^ on the four issues outlined in that letter, let me indicate that the 
application of the proposed regulations would eliminate all the community colleges 
in Connecticut from participation in the Title III Institutional Aid Program As a 
practical matter, there would be no need to discuss any other element of concern for 
Hou^atonl•; Community College or arty other Connecticut Community College if the 
regulations d& presentl> proposed for eligibility standards were to be applied 

In the pa&t several >ears, five of the twelve Connecticut Community Colleges have 
participated in the program. Thi* participation has occurred through individual in 
stitutional granti> or through consortia. In all instances, the effect has been to 
stri'ru^thi'n offerings to disadvantaged students in a variety of program^ 

The loss of eligibilit> b> Connecticut Community Colleges and others across the 
country is biased on a sort of "Catch 22": 

Tuition and other costs at the communit> colleges are kept low to make possibU* 
attendance by\ blacks, hispanics and other disadvantaged persons. 

Students receive relatively low Pell Grants as a result of low costs and the fact 
that they are commuters; 

The institution is blocked from a program which would help provide better serv 
ices lor those who need them because it .s making access only part of the job» easiei 
for loW'income people. 

To turn to the several issues outlined: 
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INSTITUTIONAL KLIGIUILITY 



Institutional uligibilit> k» tu be dtturniinud on bevural criteria. The u&e of Pell 
Grant measures puinti* .at t•stabIl^hi^lti that there are numerous &tudeiit» in an in&ti- 
tutioii who need the support services provided through the Title III In&titutioal Aid 
program. The use of measures of E & G expejiditure is designed to inditate that the 
institution itself is in need of additional funds to provide appropriate services. 

The use of these >ardsticks becomes questionable when the> are not used to meas- 
ure but to^punish- The Pell Grant measures come into question when the arbitr«ir> 
figure of 35%, of at least half time 5tudfcnti> who were eligible to appl> for Pell Granc 
measures come into question when the arbitrar> figure of 3GCc of at lea&t half-time 
students who were eligible to appl> for Pull Grants received Pell Grants i& used. 
There are an> number of reasons vvh> Pell Grant eligible students will not appl> for 
aid, an> number of reasons wh> the> will not receive the grants. The u&e of the Pell 
Grant data in this wa> tells nothing about the needs of the students in the institu- 
tion but seems to say "Here is a hurdle. Clear it or crash." 

To settle on 5%, 15^, or 35% this matter does not resolve the fundamental 
arbitrariness. It tells little about tht Judent&..On one hand, this requirement in the 
regulations might be eliminated, a substitute, consider a point s>stem &uch a& 
that on Attachment L Such use of data is at least reflective of the economic demo- 
graphics of an institution seeking to be eligible. 

To turn to another eligibility criterion, when Pell Grant levels at institutions are 
compared, strict comparison in types of institutions should be made. Residential col- 
leges should not be compared to non residential colleges populated b> commuters. 
The cost ofattending each will vary considerably. 

Another point structure for determining eligibility when comparing institutions 
on the basis of average Pell Grant should be considered. Such a point structure is 
included in Attachment I, The need for a structure is made evident b> the competi- 
tion for these funds which develops each year. 

The comparison of Educational and General Expenditures & G) required as a 
third criterion for eligibility, should also be accomplished b> means of a point 
system Such a. system is outlined in Attachment L It is difficult to see how the 
"double weighting" called for in the regulations can be accomplished without buch a 
system. 



An institution has a set of normal funding sources which will var> with the 
nature of the institution These will include tuition, state ur local support on an ap- 
propriated basis for public institutions, private funds or endowments for independ 
ent and some public institutions Other funds, designed for research or development, 
should not be counted on as a regular part of its income. The> are too transitor> 
and too subject to changes in funding source priorities. 

For this reason, no institution should expect to never graduate from the Institu- 
tional Aid Program until or unless the regulations are totall> rewritten and the 
intent of Congress is differentl> spelled out^ Certain 1>, the land grant program pro- 
vides for long range Federal funding for some institutions but that is not at all par 
allel to this program. 

To graduate from the Title III program, an institution should demonstrate 
through its own planning processes that there is a specific set of objectives or goals 
when it enters into Title III. At a number of points along the way, probabl> annual- 
ly, while Title III funds ate flowing to the institution, measures that had been previ- 
ously agreed upon should be used to measure progress. This puts an obligation on 
the institution to do planning both of a long-range and a strategic nature. 

There is one caveat At the present time, no institution can be precisely sure of 
what a five year period, for example, will bring it in terms of enrollment, programs, 
and support from its "normal" sources. What should be required by the Title III 
program in institutional planning should be first, a set of reasonable, "do-able" 
long term but measurable goals. On an annual or bi-annual basis, the institution 
should submit a strategic plan by which it will make specific measurable strides 
toward achieving those goals. In all probability, it will have to be recognized by ev- 
eryone involved that not all goals can be achieved completely by an institution re- 
ceiving a developing institutional program grant. 

From all of the aboye must come the recommendations that— 
(U participation in Title III be finite, 

(2) the Title III program be finite in time; or, 

(3) that the Congress address anew the question of intent. 



INSTITUTIONAL SELF SUKFICIENCY 



ERIC 




70 

KXH.lt IT STATUTORY SiTT ASIDES 

The wordmg in the purtum ul the u't-ulatiuiib Luncerned with funding avai!abi!ity 
changes, in my view, the intent uf Cuiigre^^ The legishition says that 'the becretary 
shall make available' certain fund leveU fur junior and commiinity colleges and 
historically black institutions. The regulations make these levels of funding conlm- 
Kent upon whether sufficient high quality applications are received 

It does not seem that the Department of Education has the power to change this 
intent ot Congrebs In other areas one ma> quibble about the shading of meaning 
but here it is rather precisely stated. . . 

Further the Department of Edutatiun, as anv grant giving organization should 
make explicit immediately what the maximum level of funding will be for each type 
ot grant. This inforniatiun is> critical fur the planning by institutions which the regu- 
lations wish to seem to encourage. 

THE DEFINITION SUBSTANTIAL 

If there is an area which i*^ open to semantic debates, and the regulations, it is 
this word substantial One can vyonder about substantial effort by a family, sub- 
stantial contributions bv individuals to fund raising drives and substantial numbers 
or percentages of students. ^ , . i j 

The question is what again was the intent of Congress It is strongly recommend- 
ed that to meet the intent of Congress and to reward those institutions with the 
greatest numberb of Pell Grdnt recipients, that a sliding scale of points for institu- 
tions having higher percentages of Pell Grant recipients be developed To arbitrarily 
set a number such as :io9c and to use it as a cut off seems most unreasonable 

The some couid be said for the matter of student financial aid levels A sliding 
scale providing funds where they are most needed as determined by the scale would 
be much better than cutting off at some fixed point. The matter of scales for these 
cnteria is addressed in another portion of this statement as vyell as Attachment I 
One final comment. The regulations as written effectively eliminate the possibhty 
ot consortia under Title III. The legislation seems very clear that development of 
consortia is to be encouraged. . 

The people who write about the future of higher education seem to say that 
during the bOs we will need more and more consortia There seems to be little 
doubt that cooperation on a variety of levels— in programs, staff, libraries, aborato- 
nes-must be entered into by institutions of higher learning in the next 10 years 
Writing the regulations for Title III and the way they -have written seems to lly in 
the face of such efforts , , ^ , . -^u r 

It IS recommended that the regulations be rethought and reworked with reterence 
to consortia. However, unless they are iji very specific ways, the effect of the litle 
III regulations will be to thwart some of the most important developments that 
might occur in the difficult and -confusing years ahead. 

Attachment I 

SI'GGESTED REWRITE FOR SEC. 625.2 DESIGNATION OF EUGIBILITY 

uu The Secretary designates an institution of higher education or a branch 
campus as eligible to b.» considered for a grant under the Strengthening 1 rogram 

»b It satisfies the basic institutional eligibility requirements in 34 CFR 624 2; 
♦ 2i *v It has an enrollment which includes a substantial percentage of bcudents 
receiving Pell Grants in the base year The Secretary assigns points to the institu- 
tion on a scale of 0-100 points on the basis of the number of Pell Grant recipients 
per KFL undergraduate student. The points awarded are based on the institutions 
percentile ranking when compared to all other similar institutions . « u • 

uu The average Pell Grant received by its students in the base year was high in 
comparison with the average Pell Grant received by students at comparable »nstitu^ 
tions in that vear. The Secretary assigns points to the institution on a scale ot U-IUU 
points. The points awarded are based on the institutions percentile ranking when 
compared to all other similar institutions. 

i3) It has an average educational and general (E&G) expenditure per full time 
equivalent tPFEi undergraduate student in the base year that was lovv when com- 
pared to the average at institutions that offer similar instruction The becretary as- 
signs u-luu points to the institution refiecting the institutions position on the per- 
centile scale when compared to the same averages of all other institutions that otter 
similar instruction. 
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In determining institutiunal eligtbiht>, the Secretary gives the factors de- 
^*ribed in paragraphs a i2) uj and Uij of thib section double the weight of the factor 
described in paragraph ,a' of this bection The following chart Illustrates how the 
Secretary assigns points for the above factors: 
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'c> A total of 150 points- the combined total of all three factors— will be the mini- 
mum for institutional eligibility. 

Mr. Andrews. I must leave. I am even later for a 10 meeting 
than I was fpr this one. And I have constituents waiting in my 
office as well. I am very sorry. 

You obviously have a very serious problem which not only exists 
in terms of time I think, solution-wise, Dr. Young, in your state- 
ment on page 4 and continuing on page 5, you address this. As our 
chairman, Paul Simon, suggested, perhaps a half dozen or so people 
could meet and go over this with the Department and reach an 
agreement. 

My assumptici is that. No. 1, there seems to be virtual unanim- 
ity There may be some degree of difference as to what has to be 
done, but there is agreement to do something at least essentially 
along the lines that ail of you are suggesting. The method, I would 
think, would not be to introduce a bill in the House. I would think 
that would not be necessary. There will have to be a conference, 
will there not, on the appropriations bill in question; 

So if the Senate could get incorporated into the appropriations 
bill, even if it is vetoed, if we could get into the appropriations bill 
the language to this effect and then carry it over into the supple- 
mental bill which is the one, I guess, under which we will get such 
funds as are received. 

In the cbnference committee, the House conferees, would surely 
approve an amendment that has been added by amendment in the 
Senate I think we would accomplish the purpose without the ne- 
cessity of a separate bill. I believe it would be difficult to get 
through the Rules Committee, due to time constraints here, and 
get a separate bill through the House, and I don't believe that that 
is necessary. Is that true? 

Mr Blakey. Basically I believe that is correct. A regulatory solu- 
tion, however, is certainly more preferable. 

Mr Andrews. As I understand it, it would be accomplished in 
the Senate. I am sure, I feel confident that the House conferees 
would agree Then I think the battle would be over. Maybe I am 
looking at that as being easier than it is going to be but I believe 
we would* cooperate with the Senate. I do not believe anyone would 
oppose it. 

With that, I am going to ask Mr. Blakey to continue with run- 
ning the hearing I will be meeting with Mr. Simon and other ap- 
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propriate people ami I will consult with you as to when we might 
do that. Thank you. _ ^ ^ ... ^ ^-^.^^o 

Mr. Blakey (acting chairman). Mr. Badwound. waU you continue' 

STATEMENT OF ELGIN BADWOUND, PRESIDENT, OGLALA SlOrX 

COMMUNITY C OLLEGE, PINE RIDGE RESERVATION, S. DAK. 

Mr Badwound. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I realize we are in 
some" time constraints and I will try to summari5:e my testimony 

Again, I am going to be echoing a lot of the comments that ha^e 
already been made. , 

1 would hke to give some background information on Indian col- 
leges because I think, I view these institutions to be unique from 
the traditional institutions and I think this needs to be seriously 
kept in mind, and some of the recommendations I will propose 1 
think will hopefully be a lot clearer with this information. 

1 am the president of Oglala Sioux Community College, located 
on the Pine Ridge Reservation in South Dakota. I am also presi- 
dent of the American Indian Higher Education Consortium which 
consists of IT tribal colleges representing the States of North and 
South Dakota, Montana, Nebraska, Arizona, California, and Wash- 
ington. . ' . I • I 

The testimony that I am about to summarize here is general tes- 
timony and the recommendations are those that affect most of the 
tribafcolleges. I have also asked each individual college to submit 
more specific individual testimony as obtained through their re- 
spective colleges and I think most of them have agreed to do that. 

The triballv controlled community colleges have participated in 
the title III program since around 11)72. This program has caused 
us to have a great deal of success in helping to develop human re- 
sources on Indian reservations. The colleges are contributing also 
to the higher education lesources of the Nation. They have given 
the Indian people on the reservations a sign of hope, a chance to 
improve their job skills, and upgrade their education by providing 
services that were previously inaccessible to them. 

Tribal colleges are providing in aluable training to tribal govern- 
ments enabling them to effectively deal with the major develop- 
ment issues that are confronting them. . ,r rr- • 

The goal of tribal governments as a whole today is selt-suilicien- 
cy and the tribal colleges are contributing significantly to the at- 
tainment of this goal. ^ .... U- U T J- 

Tribal colleges, due to the unique relationship which Indian 
tribes have with the Federal Government, rely a great deal upon 
Federal piugiams for their financial support, thus, the significance 
of title III funding, as well as a variety of other Federal programs 

The impact of the new proposed regulations of title III as amend- 
ed IS simply that they make it extremeiy difficult, if not impossible, 
tor tribally controlled community colleges to participate in the in- 
stitutional aid program. , , . . i 

It IS our understanding that title III is supposed to help those in- 
stitutions which are struggling for survival, to help bring them into 
the mainstream of academic life. Tribally controlled community 
colleges probably meet the definition of struggling institutions tar 
more than other institutions of higher .education, and yet our insti- 
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tutioiib art* the vfr> uiieh which are being put in a precarious posi- 
tion of pobbiblt* exclubiun from participation in title III under he 
new proposed regulations. 

I would to now move to the ejections which appear to be causing 
the most problems at this point, in m> discussions with the other 
colleges, and again, these are not necessarily the only sections that 
are causing problemb. Again, these are picked out because they 
pertain to more of the colleges. 

Section 625.5 of part A has the requirements that 35 percent of 
undergraduates, who are at least one-half time and eligible, re- 
ceived Pell grants. There is a requirement that the average Pell 
grant received is greater than the average of comparable schools, a 
requirement that an average E and G per FTE undergraduate ex- 
penditure be less than a graduate of comparable schools. 

And also we understand that title III had identified 1979-80 as 
the base >ear from which the compute the percentages. These re- 
quirements pose problems in that many colleges have only recently 
become eligible to administer financial aid and the base year 
chosen will eliminate their eligibility. 

We view the base >ear identified to be arbitrary and it may not 
reflect the financial needs of an institution in subsequent years. 

The 35 percent Pell grant requirement will also eliminate some 
colleges from participation. E and G expenditures are higher than 
minimum al most of the trjbal colleges. This is due to the fact that 
tribal colleges characteristically serve large campuses, in essence, 
Indian reservations, with small, ver> small student populations. 

Reservations are at the lower rungs of the economic ladder na- 
tionally and the institutional cost of providing education to the stu 
dents is unusually high compared to traditional higher education 
institutions. 

In line with this, also, the 100 FTE requirement for section 626.2 
of part B, again will eliminate many tribal colleges due to their 
very small enrollments. 

I would like to summarize my comments by reiterating that the 
Federal Government has obligated itself through treaties to pro- 
vide education to Indian tribes. This has resulted in a unique rela- 
tionship. It is important to keep this relationship along with the 
characteristics of tribal colleges. We feel that they warrant careful 
attention when determining eligibility requirements not only for 
title III but other programs ihsofar as tribal colleges are coiacerned. 

I would like to offer some recommendations in terms of the prob- 
lems being experienced by these colleges. 

No. 1, the American Indian Higher Education Consortium and 
iii> member institutions recommend that a technical amendment be 
offered to the Congress which would amend section 342 '*vvaiver au- 
thority and reporting requirement" by deleting section 342{b)(l] 
and adding the following. That section 342{b)(2X3}(4X5) be renum- 
bered accordingly and that a new section 342(c) be inserted after 
342(b) which would read: 

The S<?cretar> ma> waive the requirements set forth in sections 312(2Hb;, 
•iJJuiMJnb* and JJ.2uinJnbi/ ip the case uf an institution located on or near nn Indian 
reservatiun ur a aubbtantial population of Indians, if the Secretary of EMutation 
detLTminea that the waiver Will substantial! v increase higher education opportuni 
ties appropriate to the needs of American Indians. 
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Nu. 2, the Aniencan Indian Higher Education Consortium recom- 
mends that in deteriiiining the eligibility for tribally controlled 
community colleges participating in parts A and B, the Secretary 
of Education, through regulation, as it is not precluded by law, 
grant tribally controlled community colleges a waiver from the pro- 
visions of 625.2 and 626.2 until such time that tribal colleges have 
had access to the funds necessary to establish an accurate data 
base by which to establish their eligibility under this section 

No. 3, the American Indian Higher Education Consortium also 
recommends that a technical amendment be offered to Congress to 
address sections 312(2HAHl,2,3,i)a) and section 322(a)(2)(A)(iii)(I) so 
as to clarify the fact that tribally controlled community colleges 
are not governed by State law. Such language would amend the 
above-stated sections by inserting after 'within the State" and 
before "an educational program," the following language* "or char- 
tered by a tribal government." Again, this will Serve to clarify and 
recogpize a unique relationship which exists between the Federal 
Government and the Indian tribes. 

No. 4, the American Indian Higher Education Consortium also 
recommends that a special set-aside provision, that is, 5 percent, be 
established b> regulation for tribal colleges. It is our understanding 
that a special set-aside for black institutions has been established 
by regulation. Again, this set-aside will demonstrate the Federal 
Government's recognition of its educational obligations toward 
Indian tribes. 

I would also like to—even though it wasn t included in the writ- 
ten testimony— to reiterate bome of the concerns on planning, and 
I think this has also another crucial impact on tribal colleges. 
Speaking from experience, as one of the earlier gentleman com- 
mented, it is almost impossible in this day and age to put together 
a long-range plan, particularly in the case of tribal colleges who 
rely a great deal upon Federal funds. The uncertainty of those 
funding sources has an effect. 

For example, part of our budget comes from the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs budget and I think it is very clear why we were 
having problems this >ear since the budget has not been approved 
We have no idea at this point what our funding sources are going 
to be from those sources that come from the Bureau budget, • 

So when you'try to sit down and do a plan around this kind of 
funding instability from the external sources, it s next to impossi- 
ble. , . . 

I would also like to— I think the recommendation of the joint 
meeting with the— as requested by the chairman of the subcommit- 
tee, I think that is a valid recommendation. I would like to partici- 
pate in that, if possible, and I think, that would be one way of 
trying to arrive at bome substantia recommendations as to how we 
address these problems and how we proceed and how they are to be 
offered, how recommendations will be introduced once we agree on 
what those "commendations might be. 

Thank y - very much for taking the time to hear our concerns 
and I'd be glad to answer any questions you may have. 

Mr. Blakey. Thank you very much. Without objection, the full 
text of your remarks will he made a part of the record. 

[The prepared statement of Elgin Badwound follows:] 
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PkKPAKKU S'lAlhMfcM l*Kt-'»hMti> Ut Eu.iN BaOWuLND, PRESIDENT^ OoLAIj^ SlOtX 
CmMMLNITY Gnitvt.l' HiU ruiHAI.I V t\jNrKuU.hD COMMtNITV COLLEGES IN THE 

L-NiTEu Statks 

Mr Chuirman, dibtmguibhed Membcrb of the Subcommittee. m> name ib Elgin 
Badvvound I uni Prebident of Oglala Sioux Communit> College located on the Pine 
Ridgv Rej>ervation in South Dakota. I am also President of the American Indian 
Higher Education Consortium which Consibti of 17 tribal colleges representing the 
?)tateb ul North and South D<ikota, Mont^inar Nebraska, Arizona, California ari 
\Va»hington It ib indeed an honor to conit- before >our prestigious Subcommittee vO 
speak on behalf of the Oglaia Sioux Coniniunit> CoIle,;e and the other Triball> Con 
trolled t'onimunitv Colleger, in the Americ<in Indian Higher Education Consortium 

I would like to lake thib opj>urtunit> to thank the Members of the Subcommittee 
and their staffb for taking the time to hear bpecific concerns of tribal colleges per 
tuimng to the propobed ruleb. and regulaUonb fur Inbtitutional Aid Programs ab au 
thorued under Title III of the Higher Education Act as amended. 

Iriball^v controlled communit> colleges have participated in the Title III— Basic 
Institution Development Programs since 1972. 

Ab a re&ult of Title III funding, tribal collegeb have been able to strengthen their 
acadeniic progranib and are now providing bucccbsful educational experiences for 
American Indian Students, The*Title III Basic Institutional Development Program 
haa helped manv of the tribal toUegeb to upgrade their capabiliticb to better manage, 
and account for federal fundb through iiuproved fiscal management s>stems. Im 
provt-iiiento have aUu been realized b> the colleges in the area of managing student 
tinancia! aid programs 

Tribal Colleges have had a great deal of success in helping to develop human re 
sourceb on their respective reservations and are contributing to the higher educa 
tion rt-bourcvh of the nation The> have given the Indian people on the reservation 
to sign of hopt-. a chance to improve their job skills and upgrade their education by 
providing servicCb previously inaccessible to them. Tribal collegcb are providing in 
valuable tra ning to tribal governmentb enabling them to effectively deal with the 
major development isbueb confronting them. The goal of tribal governments self suf 
fici^acv and the tribal collegeb are contributing bignificantl> to the attainment of 
this goaL 

Tribal colleges, due to the unique relationbhip which Indian Tribes have with the 
tederal government, reljr a great deal upon federal programs for their financial sup 
port Thub, the ^significance of Title III funding as well as a variet> of other federal 
programs. 

The mipact of the new proposed regulations of Title III of the Higher Education 
Act of U*65 *u> ameiia<:d is>impl> that the> make it extremel> difficult, if not impos- 
Mble, for triball> conti^iled cvmmunitv colleges to participate in the Institutional 
Aid Program. It is our underbtanding that T>tle III is supposed to help those institu 
tionb which are struggling for survival and to help bring them into the '*main 
btreani ol academic life. Tribally controlled communit> colleges probably meet the 
definition of struggling institutions* far more than other institutions of higher 
education and ,vet our institutions are the ver> ones which are being put in the pre^ 
carious position of possible exclusion from participation in Title III under the new 
proposed regulations 

The proposed rules and regulations pose a series of problems for tribally con 
trolled common it> colleges and I will now discuss the the specific sections which are 
causing the problems. Section C2o.Z of Part A has the requirements that 35 percent 
of undergraduates, who are at least '.t time and eligible, received Pell grants, aver 
age Pell grant received greater than average of comparable schools, average E & G ' 
FTE undergraduate was less than average of comparable schools. We understand 
that Title III has idc-nlified 1370 60 as the "base >ear" from which to compute the 
pt-rceniagt-s These requirements pose problems in that man> colleges have onI> re 
centlv become eligible to administer financial aids and the base f/car chosen will 
eliminate their eligibilitv We view the hase >ear identified to be arbitrary and mav 
not reflect the financiafneeds of a college in subsequent >ears. The 3o Percent Pell 
grant retjuirement will als<. eliminate some colleges from participation "E & G ex 
penditures are higher than minimum at most tribal colleges This is due to the fact 
that tribal colleges character istuuUy serve Lirge campuses i reservations J with small 
student populations Reservations <ire at the lower rungs of the economic ladder na 
tionall.v and the institutional cost of providing education to students is unusually 
high compared to traditional higher education institutions In line with this, the 100 
PTE minimum requirement for Section of Part B again will eliminate many 
tribal colleges due to their small enrollments 
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In »uihauii V. 1 vv<.uid iikv K-iter<iU' that the tViicral guvurnnitnl has obligated 
itbfit through tivtiin'H to |)iuvidi i-iiuvtitioii to Iiulian tnbuv This has resulted in a 
uniquf rt.*iatK»n>hip \'\u» iiialiuh^hip together with the j>peci<il characteristics of 
uibal colW^Cb warrant careful atteiatoii when Jeteiniiiiin^ ehgibiht> requireiTients) 
lor Tale 111, Higher Education Act as amended or other federal programs insofar as 
ir»bai coliegeb are concerned. Ba^ed on our expressed concern^, 1 am hereb> submit 
i*ag the follow ing reconimendation& for \our re\ie\\, consideration and action 

'i - The American Indian Higher Education Consortium and its member institu 
lions iieconimend lh<it a technical anit-ndment be offered to the Congress which 
wouid amend Scxtion ^-IJ waiter authority and reporting requirement" bv deleting 
section .iUtbMh and adding the following That Section 3-J2(b). i2J, i3j. (H. (j). be re- 
numbered accordiiiglv and that a new Sectiun :U2wi be inserted after 3J2(bJ "Id the 
Secretar\ mav waive' the renuiremcnts &et forth in Sections 312t2Hbi, 322(aM2Kb) and 
oJJuii^^Hbi^ in the caue of an in>titution located on or near an Indian Reser\ation or 
m a substantial pupulatioh of Indihn&. if the Secretar> of Education determines that 
the waiver will &ub&tantiallv increa&e higher educ^ation opportunities <ipprAJpriate to 
the needs of American Indians." 

»J' The American Indian Higher Education Consortium recomnu.ids that in deter- 
mining the eiigibilil.v for triball.v controlled communitv colleges participating in 
Part* A & B. the Secretary of Education through regulation (as it is not precluded 
by law* grant tribaiiv controlled communit> colleges a vvai\er from the provisions of 
hS* J & until such time that tribal colleges ha\e had access to the funds neces 
>4ii> to establisli an accurate data base b> which to establish their eligibility under 
this Section 

..»* The Anit-ricait Indian Higher Education Consortium also recommends that a 
technical aniendmeat be offered to Congress to address Sections 312(2kAH 1,2,3.1 kD 
and Section .L-uikJmAmiiiaI* so *ts to clarif> the fact that tnball> controlled commu- 
nitv co^iege^ ari- not >;o\erned b\ State law Such language would amend the above 
>tated ^ectlou^ bv inserting after withm the^tate" and before "an educational pro- 
tiram » the following language, or chartered bv a tribal government/' This will 
ciarttv and reco^ni/e the unique relationship which exists between the federal gov 
ernment and Indmn tribes 

*-l* The American Indum Higher Education Consortium also recommends that a 
special set tiside proviMon. e.g percent, be established b> regulation for tribal col 
ieges It IS our understanding that a special set-*iside for Bla« k Institutions has been 
established bv regulation. Again, this set aside will demonstrate the federal govern 
ment s recognition of its educational obligations toward Indian tribes 

Thank vou verv much for taking the time to hear our concern's. 1 will be pleiised 
to answer any questions vou might have. 

Mr, Blakey. I have just one question. One of the things you:^ 
rean> didn't addrebb and Bob Young had said he would before he 
left and then he didn't, ma>be the panel would like to respond on 
the question of self-sufficiency. 

M> understanding or reading of the statutory limitation is that it 
lb ver> clear that if you appl> for a to 7 year grant,, and you get 
one, >uu're not buppubed to dppl> again. The regulations go some- 
what' be>ond that and I d like to have >our commentb on the whole 
question of self-sufficiency, 

Mr. Darnowski. M> testimony Hoes address this to some extent. 
It ib ver> siinple from m> point of view. Number one, somebody 
talked about bad education, that is, not graduating, not becoming 
bulf-bufficient.- 1 thiiiK making significant moveb toward'self-suffi- 
ciency or graduation— but I think the important thing I am trying 
to say ib "significant moves." I think that's bad management be- 
caubJ I think thib whole thing ib supposed to be aiming at improv- 
ing management. 

But I thnik there is another caveat and I don't have an easy so- 
lution to offer in this case, and that is that none of us ever achieve 
our goals 100 percent. If anybody expects us to achieve them, I 
think they are really blowing smoke-' 
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S9, I think thert* are two or three ways that one might address 
*his. Number one, lu firyt look ^t begmentspf the program within a 
given institution, and thobe where the institution, through some 
planning process, and I think it is a strategic planning process, has 
made moves toward something like 90 percent or something of this 
sort, toward meeting those goals> fine. That's part of the institution 
graduating, if you will, from a program. 

But there may be x)ther elements of the institution which i^ill re 
quire help and support and I think that should be noted and pro- 
vided for. I don't think everybody can— you just don't mo\e uni 
formly forward and you don*t ever reach >our goals on a 100 per- 
cent basis. 

So I would say, sure, you have to make every effort to meet the 
goals and the retiuiremer\ts, and I think this requires, frutrfthe De- 
partment, two things. Number one, a good system of evaluation, 
and two, the thing that Dr. Young mentioned, an^excellent methu(J 
oIog> for feeding back to the .institutions in a given time frame. 
Say you are in the 5- or 7-year program and you are moving 
through >our third year, they feed back to you how well it seems 
that you are doing, rather than stuff disappearing down a dark 
^tunnel and never bouncing back. 

You know, it is very frustrating. * . 

Mr. Blakky. Thank you. Dr. Young? ^ 

Dr. Young. Let me clarify my position. I have no particular 
qualms with the underlying concept of graduating from title III. I 
think there are points in time when institutions should mo\e 
toward eventually graduating. I am not. sure the way it is ci^rentl> 
structured is the appropriate way. 

I am a little uneasy with the definition of self-sufficient, which 
appears in the regulations, and because I am, let me share that 
with the group because everybody here may not be aware of it.. 
Self-sufficient mejans the point at which, in the determination of 
the Secretary, an Institution would be able to survive without fund 
ing under the institutional aid program. ^ 

That's a rather arbitrary and a potentially capricious set qf cir 
cumstances. I am not comfortable at all that the Secretary is going 
to determine that at one point my institution can no longer survivje 
if we cannot get title III funding. So I do have a little bit of a hang 
up with that, if you will permit me saying so. 

A^couple of things that Td like to point out here that were al 
luded to and perhaps were not clarified in testimony, if I may take 
about 30 seconds. We were talking about this concept of those eligi 
ble to apply for Pell grants. I think the inference was made that 
that had something to do with serving low income student^!. Let me 
remind the group that tJje^ligibility to apply is in no way what^u 
ever related to mcdme. Everybody, unless they are a foreign stu 
dent, a religious student or whatever, if they are taking G or more 
hours they are eligible to apply. Their income may be $400,000 a 
year. Therefore the criterion in no way reflects whether an institu 
tion serves disadvantaged individuals. 

The other question is, my Congressman from North Carolina, 
Mr. Andrews asked. Where would the money go if these institu 
tions were not allowed to be eligible? That is a good question. The 
law set aside a minimum of 24 percent in part A, a minimum of 30 
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percent in part B, for 2->ear colleges. If the law stands as it is, if 
the regulationt^ stand as the> are, 90 percent, 80 to 90 percent of 2- 
year public colleges would be ineligible to apply So what we may 
"have accomplished in the last 3 years or working very hard to get 
uur. set-asides, what we ma> have iS approved motley Set aside and, 
no one to give it to. ^ r i i 

J thmk this needs lo be brought to the attention of the people 
who will be making further deliberations on this issue. 
Mr, BuvKEY. Mr, Badwound? 

Mr. Badwound, I guess agJn it's an integral part of any institu- 
txon of higher education to do planning. I know it is a very impor- 
tant part of the management process. But again, I think the heavy 
V emphasis^n planning is Jcind of scary, because it says if you don't, 
if people don't approve of your plan, you are not eligible, and it 
stops right there, and again, 1/1 like to say that people who are re- 
viewing^ the readers, reading these plans, have to be aware of the 
needs of particular institutions. With respect to, again, tribal col- 
leges, and the unique situation they are in, and the relationships 
that the> have with the Federal Government, I think that that 
would have to be very carefully scrutinized when these plans are 
being examined. 

Also, the term "self-sufficiency," again it is hard to define exact- 
ly what that means. I reallj have problems with that. I think a lot 
of the schools do. Again, in determining when an institution is pro- 
grcssmg toward selF-sufficiency^ I think the evaluation criteria in 
determmmg whether that is happening or not, should be carefully 
scrutuiued in relationship to the needs of different kinds of institu- 
tions, 

Mr. Blakey. Thank you. ^ ^ 

Bo vou have something to add, or a question? 

Msf Vance. I have a question for Dr. Young, with regard to part 
A of the title III program, and the requirement that the average 
amount of award which is high io comparison with the average 
amount of all other grants. You have made the point, and several 
other witnesses have made the point, that the Pell grant is* not a 
good index for measuring the average amount of [the award because 
whether you go to a low tuition institution or high tuition institu- 
lon you end up comparing apples with Oranges, Have you thought 
of tht possibility, what the impact would be, if instead of using the 
average >amount of the Pel! grant you used the average eligibility 
index factor for the Pell grant which would be the same regardless 
uf where, the student chose to go to school? Have you thought 
whether that would be a more equitable manner to measure the 
comparison of average grant awards. " 

Dr. Young. It may in fact be more.equitable. I ve got a feeling 
statisticallv and informationally it may epcompass even more prob- 
i^ms than'what we have now in terms of collecJng the data. That 
eiigibilit> index on the student s application, SER for financial aid, 
IS a ratfier arbitrary number. For example, the students who re- 
ceive a maximum grant under Pell can have an eligibility index 
, ranging from 0 to 500, and when you start averaging with that 
much latitude, I am not sure how valuable such averages would be. 




So I think from a statistical point of view, we may in fact create 
more problems by going that route than ithe problems we have 
now. \ 

Ms. Vance. The range is in fact anywhqre between 0 and 500? 

Dr Young. That is for a full-time studentj in a 2-year college this 
year, who would receive a maximum Pell award. Th^ index then 
goes much beyond that. That's just the first isegment. 

Mr Blakey, On behalf of our members, I'd like toi^ thank the 
panel for coming such a long distance. As the chairmar^ indicated, 
we have no control over when the Budget Committee or, any other 
committee decides to schedule a meeting and unfortunately every- 
body evidently picked today. \ 

rd like to thank the three of you and ask that the next panel 
come forward at this time. Dr. Hepry Ponder, president of Benedict 
College in Columbia, 3.C.; Dr. Charles A. Lyons, Jr., chancellor, 
Fayetteville State University, Dr. Charles ;H. Oestreicht, president 
of Texas Lutheran, and he will be accompanied by Dr. Thomas 
Englund. 

Is Sister Colette Mahoney here? 

fNo response.] 

Mr. Bi.AKL^ . Dr. Ponder, why don't we sVdi't with you. We have, I 
know, two more people who are still waiting to be heard. If I could 
ask yoii again to follow the admonition of the chairm^.n and we'll 
insert all of your \\ritten testimony in the record and abk you if you 
\yill summarize your statements. ' 

We'll have questions if you strike upon things that we feel we 
need to clarify. We'll proceed. 
" Dr. Ponder. 

STATEMENT OF HENRY PONDEU, PRESIDENT, BENEDICT 
COLLEGE, COLUiMBIA, S.C. f ^.^ 
Dr. Ponder. Thank you, sir. 

My name is Henry Ponder. I am president of Benedict College in 
South Carolina. I am very pleased to appear befo/e this group, rep- 
resenting the United Negro College Fund. This is an organi^atio^^ 
of 41 predominantly black institutions all private and all fully 
accredited and the total enrollment of these institutions is in the 
neighborhood of 50,000 students. 

Title III can be compared in its uniqueness to that of the Morrill 
Land Grant Act of 1862. It can be said that title III is the Civil 
Rights Act for black higher education institutions. 

The law was written at the height of the civil rights movement. 
This change in spirit was a result of years of discrimination. The 
intent of the law was to redress the injustice practiced upon the 
black colleges. We think this spirit exists today. 

The Department of Education recently produced its preliminary 
i-eguliitions for title III and we believe that many sections of their , 
proposed regulations fail to reflect the true intent of Congress. I j 
would like to point out those sections of the proposed regulationb j 
that we believe contravene the true intent of Congress. 

Ono, designation of eligibility. Under the proposed regulations, 
the Secretary considers that an institution has a substantial per- 
centage of Pell recipients if at least 33 percent of its undergraduate 
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stiideiir^ WW t-nmlKnl <k^ *it lt*a>t half time students and were eligi- 
ble to apply for Pell «ranth m thai year, end of quote 

Title III" funds must be focu&ed on institution with at least 4;) 
percent Pell grant recipients. During congressional debate, the 
Congress defined what substantial percentage means and I have 
hearcf discussion todav that it was never defined. They determined 
that 45 percent would be the base number and you can get this 
. from the Congressional Record* June 28, 1980, page S7890. 

Two» designation of eligibility special needs program. The pro- 
posed regulations .^tate an institution seeking designation must 
meet four tests. One of these tests requires that an institution must 
enroll a substantial percentage of students who receive Pell grants 
and a substantial percentage of students who receive assistance , 
under the, campus-based programs -SEOG, NDSL. and CWS, col- 
lege work kudv. The proposed regulations then declare that * the 
Secretary considers that the institution has a substantial percent- 
age of student^ receiving assistance under the campus based pro- 
grams if at least 35 percent of its undergraduate students who 
were enrolled as at least half-time students and were eligible to 
apply for student financial assistance." 

The base of eligibility, we believe, should be students enrolled 
and receiving financial students rather than students eligible 

Three, restrictions on the use of funds. Under the proposed regu- 
lations, general operating and maintenance expenses are restricted 
Thi^i language, which is not a part of the Education Amendments , 
of UKM), IS inconsistent with the pressing needs of small, developing 
institutions. The Senate recognized this when it reported that these 
institutions need general operating funds. Due to small endovv- 
ments, low tuition, and serving large numbers of the historically 
economically disadvantaged students, these institutions face a spe- 
cial burden and require massive general and maintenance funding 
This restriction should be removed. 

Long-range plan. Under the proposed rules, the Department at- 
tempts to force institutions Jut of title III. This is clearly inconsist- 
ent to the law. The Depart.iient's regulations should adhere to the 
law requiring institutions to develop plans to increase thair self- 
sufficiencv. , . . i i 

Five, challenge grants. Under the proposed regulations, the chal- 
lenge grant progiam is described as providing Federal financial as- 
sistance as an incentive for eligible institutions of higher education 
to seek alternative sources of funding to become self-sufficient I he 
challenge grant funds should permitted for indirect endowment 
building similar to the rules under which tlie National Endowment 
X for the Arts operates: 

Six. strengthening developing institutions programs The pro- 
posed rules prohibit current SDIP grantees from applying for parts 
A and 1>. There is not any language in the law which mandates 
this prohibition. . . , r i * • 

Seven, terminal grantt.. Designation of funds for long term termi- 
nal grants should not" be used to force institutions oat of title III 
Part A of title III has two funding programs 1 to years, and 1 to 
7 year grants. Part B has a funding program for 1 to o years The 1 
to 7 vear and the 1 to o years are terminal grants and are the most 
heavllv funded of all three programs. 
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The piui4ram .siiu|jl> tu attract inbtitutions to the terminal 
Krant But two prnbU«rn.s *uiM- luMt*. Firbt. inbtitutioni> with lung- 
term needs bevund 7 vear.-^ will lotub on one of the 1 to 3 year^ re- 
newable grantb, Twu, thube in&titutionb who have 1 to 3 >ear needb 
will focus on the most lucrative .1 to 7 >ear programs, deleting 
funds that could be used for those institutions with long-term prob- 
lems. 

The United Negro Colk^v Fund therefore recommends that the 
regulations specif> that th.* Secretary set a range, perhaps 25 to So 
percent, of funds designated the longer development grants. 

Since I am trying to help with the time, I want to say that the 
United Negro College Fund believes that the primary purpose of 
the title III program in its inception was to provide financial assist- 
ance for the historically Wack colleges and universities. Only to a 
partial extent has it succeeded in achieving this end. Because it is 
diflicult to define the terms "developing*' or "struggling** succinct- 
ly, the array of colleges and universities receiving title Ill awards 
has become very broad. 

Mr Chairman. I would like to ask that when this committee that 
the chairman suggested is set up^ the United Negro College Fund 
would like to have a representative at that meeting. 

Again, it has been a plea^ure to appear before this committee. 

Mr, BtAKEY. Thank you very much, Dr Ponder. 

The full text of your remarks will be made a part of the record of 
this bearing. 

[The prepared statement of Henry Ponder follows.] 

S C ON- Behalf ok The U.vitkd Nroro CoiXEot, FeNU 

M> iKime is Hvnrv pMiidt-r I am Prt-^idt'iit of Benedict Cvlk'KV m South turul»Ot» 
I am pkM.^^d Ut apptar bi'lort- yuu U> vvmment on the prehminar> Title HI n-^uUi- 
tiun:i la^titutional Aid Pro>;rant uf the Higher Education Aul The Uniled \t%t*j 
ToIIejit Fund represent-* a von^ortlum uf 41 preduminantl> bL^k culieK*/?* and uiii- 
veri!^ltiO^ All are pruate and fuHv a*.*.redaed Thek* UNCF in>t»tuliun> pruvide a 
i^uahtv »»dutaf<«^n for "^^'Whi i%tudentN Our in>lilutiun> are in the ^ne^» plurahtv m 
thI^ nation 

Title III wan b«. ^♦jn^pared m a.N un»quLfa*N? to that o{ the MMrrill Land Grant Awt 
of i^:. It *.an be >aid th»it Tilie III it^ the Ck\i\ RightN Act for l^lauk higher educa 
tion inistauticjfi^jj^here i-> a <ltar -^trident i.oni>eni»u!* artiunji edtiwator> u( thy value 
Talt III nmWSjrtl in Title HI i.h the pr^fuund and ^und Amertcan spirit expri*js^ 
mg a fundanuntal nati>^nai vummitment Im ^-duvatiun and tu iti* unlver^aI a«.cts> 
and oppurtunilv (vt ♦•duvaiu^n- Fi^rmei PreMdent Lvnd^n Juhn>on pu'pt/>«*d le>$i»la 
Uk^u far a pH'^rani I** ^titnKthm d<.^eI»/ptnK inMitution& in hiw edutaiiun int*?ssaf;t- i*j 
the CooAresH tn Januarv 1%'* He ^t^l<nl that rrkan> uf the Nat ion 'i» .smailer »chw<jU» 
had become i.^i^Iatcd frum iht main -.urrent.-* uf at^adeniiv life, and rtert- istruj^ghn^ 
for survival "^he Pre^deni bela-ved that Federal aid v»ii» es^*nlial to iiissnyi ^tale^J 
and pnvatf ^«>urwe^ Uk .soKin^ thej>e probli^nia The Stren^jlhenin^; Develufinj: In?iti 
tutiMn»> Pr»>Kr^iin bevanu laA un November VJC'i The lei^iHlative hi^t»/i> Title 
HI rell^N t^ thi^ c«»njmitn^»'nt 

The Ia\\ %v^LN Ar^Ut'n at the hi^iMhi of the i.ivil n>;htj« movemt-nt Thi^ change in 
spirit 4\ u» a re^'uU ol vt'ar** »»! dt^criminution The intent of the law wa& to rt-dreKs 
;ne inju>*tKe prai,ttvtti upun the black culle^e^. Thi> hpini tontinui'j* toda> The 
f» vifHrme^] it* vummUinent tu Buuk Cvlle^je^ bv a di^oblfe^weiKhled Pell ^jfant 
».ritefia m Part A Thi* ^-nale v.jivtnj it-» tvtron>l i*u'pport vthen it fna»,ted a hoid 
harmU*-^^ proviH,un at Piirl B Junn^ reaulhun/aliun of Title III Mo*»t recent Iv. it 
vtited ovfrwhelminjilv t*» r»"H .m milliun in Title III on beh4i]f ol Black coilc'jjt*N 
Iht^ past admiac^fralton dc«mi»nHtratt-<i ib» ^'4pfi«jrl for Black tolle^t*v m Title HI 
thrMu*:h the t,realtun -^f o I'hallt nK'* Grant prc*Kranri Thi^ a juinl UNCF Depart 
mint of Edus.aho5 propunal to a."*HjM Blavk ulle^'^ »n t'lfen^ilbeninf; ihvir abiiitivn^ 
ii> iMHi*e fandb Ir^nj thi pr. alv s- *^^r The -^ufri-nt .\dmini.-.tratii/a oa^ i^^-.ui'd man> 





»tatenu'fit> »4 Biavk ..t^it-^ea it h<ks referenced Title III to be a Black col 

iuKe ^lupfxirt prosrun* It n'Ko^uuvd tht iHipurtaiKe of Titk HI by increasing its 
tunding for the explicit support ol Black collejjesa 

The Challenge Gr^int program ot Htle III must bo alluvved tu asbibt m the en 
hancement ot the Deveiupment uepartnienLs. of participating wibtititions and for In 
direct enduvv ment building Tht* would per..ut inbtitutions tu sustain, in the fu*'jre, 
the re^ponMbiiiiieb with which the> are tu be further burdened due to the inflation 
and increoMng general operating co^tb c 

fitie III went through one of the ni^^t exteiiM^e revit-wb uf its existence hen it 
was substanttall> altered, wiih the p»UH*age of the Higlier Education Act of 1965 as 
Amended in The deveiupment of this ne\^ legislation tovk about two >eare 

with oven»ight hearings Title III hiU> now been expanded to include a^ wider uni 
ver>e u! institutions Junior and coiuniunit> colleges now ha)e a larger set aside 

The United Negru College Fund «it ihis time ^upportii the current language of the 
Title III Act a> agrc^ed to by the higher education community. 

The Department Education recent 1> produced it*. preLminar.v legulations for 
Titie III and we believe that man> ^ection^ of their proposed regulations fail to re 
tlect the true intent uf Congress « 

I would iike to point out thost Mxlu^ii^ >j\ the proposed regulations that we believe 
contravme the true intent of Congres* 

1 DEMGNATtON UF ElIGlBIU-H ♦ VOL 4h. NO U»*. MON 4tL\ 20, lybl. P 37471 • 

I fidrf ihf pfMptifted rt'guIatioii;». thtr Secrtt«r> considers that an institution ha> a 
sub«»tanliai percentage ol Pell recipientii if at k-ast 3.' percent of itii undergraduate 
•<*tudentH who wt.«re t-nn^lied a> at iea^t half time student* and were eligible to appl> 
tt»r Pell Grant^s in that year 

Title HI funds must be focused on institutlon^ With at least iZ percent Pell Grant 
rtxipient> During i 4m«re?^iunal debate, the Congress defined what "Sub>tantial 
Percentiige mean?* Thev deter nuued that 4.' percent would In? the ba>e number 
N'.^te ( Vng Rec JMne 'Sl P>o. p S-7Min 

n nE;<IGNATU»N Ol EUGlBlM-n* SPECIAL NEEDS PKOCUAM 

The prupo^ed reguiation> -^tate an institution seeking designation laust meet four 
te*»Ls One ut theM* te^ts requires that an tnstitution mur^t enroll a substantial per 
centage ul studenus wh»* receive Pell Grants and a substantial percentage of stu 
dents wht» rv^eivx- *tivM>Ujncc under the Carr^Dus Based Programs* ISEOG. NDSL. and 
t \V ~5, The prop-osed re);ulai*un> then declare that the Secret*ir> conMders that 
the institution h^is a sub5»tauliai percentage uf students receiving assitanve under 
the tampus Bii>vd p,uKraia>. it at ie*e*t ST* percent of its undergraduate students 
who wer»' enrolled ^is at JeaM halt Eime students and wire eligible to applv for stu 
di'nt financial ^i^^^i^tance 

The ba.^.' ot *-n},'ibilitv should be sludentH receiving tman^*al assistance mther 
thou -"tudent^ t'iiigibie 

HI KEsTRI^TIi^NS oN THE tslt *»K Kt'NDS «P ilV^ 

I nder the pr«»p**M.'d regulations, general upi^rating and maiiitc nan».e experiHt-s are 
ri'^irutt'd ThiH language, whah n^d a part ni the Education Amendment's of VMK 
IS tni'^nsiHtvnt wah lh»» pret^MnK nef'd?* of >itMill. deveLprng *n.-.litutions The Senate 
rtN.i>>i;niied lhi> when a repi^rtc-d that ihi*^- mstautiMns need genera! opt^ratmg ex 
pe^se^ Due to smah endowment^, luw tuiti.jn, and .-rvim: lar^e number>« of the 
htstoncailv and ew*inorTHtaii> dl^^^dvlInlo^;ed -«ludent^. these institution-* facx* a spe^ 
burden and n-^|*iifi' miiK-.iv».* genet^i and mainieiuuK** lundmg This re^trittiun 
should hi' rem.'Vl^J 

rnd»T thn prop* fu(e>. thi« D^'partmenl atumpt-** t*-* t'>rt,e »n^ttlat»tins *fi 
Title in Thi^ in cieiinv momsistr r^i To th» hi a Thi' Department s regulations 
shuuid adh«*r»' ?" tffo l4W fii|u<»nng kH^'Utut^iu^ Ut di^ul^y plan*. Ic* lacreiiM- thetr 
H[4f Htithm-fu V 

% * ti%r U t'RANt^* St lU AHT A. I I IT|K| 

( nd»^r tnv pr*»{.*/^*d r»yulation'^ th»- Challenge tirant program in d»*^^*nfc«ed a.s prt> 
\idin« FH»'fat fiananviai aviHiano- an in^»'ntiv»' f.^r ili^^ible aiHtaations of 
hiK^er ^'^o>.ati»>n t»i ^^^k aiti f native ^jutt^K^ of funding t-.- bt-^um* M^fsuffKient 
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Challei^e Gr<iiit fuaJa .ihouIJ ha ipt.nuiivd f^r inJirevt endowment building, siiniiar 
to the rul(?s» under w\u<\\ i\w National Endowment for the Arts operates. 

VI STRENGTHENING DEVELOPING INSTITtTIONS PROGRAMS tSOlPi, P 37471 

The proposed rules prohibit current SDIP grantees from appl>ing for Purt^ A and 
B, There is not an> language in the law which mandates this prohibition. 



Designation of funds for long term terminal grants should not be used to force in- 
stttuUons out of Title III Part A of Title III hab two funding programs^ 1-3 vear and 

4 7 year grants. Part B has a funding progrcm for 15 vears. The 4-7 year and 1-5 
years are terminal grants and are the most heavil> funded of all three ,MJgramb. 
The.program is simpl> U> attract institutions to the Terminal Grants. Bat two prob- 
lems arise: 

1 Institutions with long term needs be>ond seven years will focus on one of the 1- 
3 year renewable grants while . . . 
2^ those iiiblilutions who have 1 3 >ear needb will focus on the most lucrative 

5 7 year pi^grams, de^ptmg fundi, that vould be u^ed for those institutions with 
long-term problems. 

The United Negro College Fund, therefore, recommends that the regulations 
specify that the Secretar> set a range .perhaps 2o 35 percent > of funds designated 
for the longer development grants. 

The United Negrc. College Fioid believes that the primar> purpose of the Title III 
program in its incvptioh was to provide Hnancial assistance for the historically 
Black colleges and universities. Onl> to a partial extent has it succeeded m achiev- 
iOg thiii end Beuiu.si it is> diHl^^ult to define the terms dsveloping" or struggling 
s.vxinttl,v, the arrav of culleges and universities receiving Title III awards has 
become *erv bruad Larger and larger numbers of smaller college^ and universities 
serving a more middlevlass student population are applying for and receiving 
graats under Title III In addition^ Congress has mandated junior and community 
Colleges a giiaranteed floor allocation of 24 percent of the assistance under Part A- 
Stfpngtheamg lastitutioiu*. and 30 percent of the assistance under Part B— Special 
Need*. 

In addition, colleges and umversttieb which provide educational services for Sp^^n- 
ish speaking and American Indian i.tudents have become eligible for Titl'«: III funds. 
Clearlv. the program must have some targeting to remain efiective. If the number 
uf schools *s expanded too much at the present level of funding, we are fearful that 
future grant sizes will diminish and so will program eHectiveness. 

The programs in Title III have worked. Tne l^oited Negro College Fund wishes to 
enhance and strengthen the programs. In the p^t ten years, tho average enroll 
ment per UNCF ixtslitution has incre«?sed 7 S percent, attributable to Title IIL while 
the average enrollment at private four vear colleges nationally mcreased onl> 0 5 
percent during the same period. 

With*a the &ame peri»xl. private black iristitutjtoas have mani|gt»d to restructure 
their curncula in the past ocxade to meet the nt^.er distribution of job opportuni- 
ties for blacks in the labor market In 1D7B, almoet ont*'fourth i23 3 percent> of de- 
gRn?}> ti^arned were in busmesa administration, more than three times the €8 percent 
of graduatiL*^ at our instilutiuiiij receivi/jg bubiness degrees m lOCtb Fifteen ,UNCF 
institutions »jlTered and awarded degrees in the health profession, compared lo onlv 
two in 

Title III IS an importanl ^ompanii.,n program to the other student financial a^d 
progrms The *mportaAct of funding higher education for the economically disad 
vantaged ijtudtnts and of funding institutions that serve these students cannot be 
Mver emphasiZtid Bri^cigirig <nlw the ma*n^tjream of our society through higher educa 
tion the s<mH ahd dau>(ht*»r*» of the poor, we strengthen the economic base of our 
"naCTun We al**.^: all available tale&t/j to ^ierve and resolve problems m our nation 
,B> expandiOs v•pportafl»^*e^. we give hope and trncouragement Uj many, who other 
wise would be diMnteresled^ av^ aisenfranchised 

The hii*toriv*tuy black colleges and univer^*itie» are difiereht. Thev emphahize buy- 
pt,'rt»ve teawhiog program^* for ^tudent^* who are generally poor an J need a support 
ive envirunmfni tu attain their full potential a^ productive, self-sufficient citizens 
Thev »ilTef 41 n effevtivt- t-*perienct.' which natures and motivates student* to achieve 
The hii»»'jf«.^iny black ifiMitations art' vummitted to teadimg and often, especial I v tn 
titt' private ln-^titat4vr♦^. ti> creative and novel forma of remedial education They 
provide accet*» and opportunity for niany who otherwise w-juid not receive a college 
education 
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I hi' inniibt*f ot mMamtKm^ U-ih \sdUfi^ aiid able lu prv^duct college graduates out 
oi smh |)«>pukaiMii«» imuti'd and ttu-if valiiv ill crtMting Upward mobilitv cannot be 
uver-e^timatiHi iln^v aro tUv plau s tm vUuth Title III ^hould be focused 

Mr Blakey. Next we will hear from Dr. Lyons. 

STATEMENT OF CHARLES A. LYONS. CHANCELLOR, 
FAYETFEVILLE STATE TNIVERSITY. FAYEITEVILLE. N.C. 

Dr L\oNS. Thank you ver> much, Mr. Chairman. It is a pleasure 
to have the uppurtunit> to appear before the sif^comniittee. My 
name is Charles L>unb, chancellor of Fayetteville State University. 
I aUo repre>ent the National Association foi Equal Opportunity in 
Higher Education, an association of 111 historically black colleges, 
enrolling some 200,000 students. 

Mav I sa>. and I am not going to read m> testimony, we have 
pai^e^ it in for the record. I will go over a portion of it and make 
some comments/ 

In manv wavs. we are the forgotten institutions of higher educa- 
tion in this countr>, in spite of the value we have been and contin- 
ue to be as a national resource for carr>ing out the Federal policy 
ut pruvidin^ educational opportunit> for all students who are quali- 
fied. The Congress, and especially this subcommittee^ have been es- 
pecially sensitive to the importance of Federal support for the 
policy of equal opportunity in this country where higher education 
is concerned. 

In reference tu title HI. the Congress has found that, one, institu- 
tions of higher education with substantial percentages of students 
from lovv-mcome families are contributing to carrying out the Fed- 
eral pohcv of providing educational opportunity for all students. 
Two. institutions of higher education enrolling substantial percent 
ages of students from low income families face unique burdens 
which prevent raising necessary financial resources to meet the 
ever-increasing cost of educating such students. 

And further, part B of the legislation recognizes that institutions 
which enroll a large number of students from low income families 
lace a special burden. These institutions cannot raise their tuition 
levels to keep pace with Inflation and increasing educational costs 
.vvttlimir dFiving many students away from the dream of a higher 
education. And yet these institutions provide a very real service to 
the Nation, for they keep the doors of higher education open to the 
poor 

These institutions do not need project grants. They need operat- 
ing assistance. Part B would provide that assistance. 

I cite that. Mr, Chairman, as a base, and these are the words of 
the Congress and not mine. 

Now. let me say that I agree with what has been said by Dr. 
Ponder with regard to the basis uf eligibility . I think the projection 
he has made in his paper with regard to the 15 percent. I think is 
correct. We have some real problem with what has been projected 
in the proposed notice fur public rulemaking and we have some 
problems with what has been projected by the Department of Edu 
cation on this particular point. We think that 43-percent rule is 
much more nearly what we ought to be dealing with. 

The other point I would make is that wt have some real concerns 
about some of the projections which show that at least 30 of the 



ERIC 



bii 



liKsUuiuilly bhuk iiilltK*'-^ ^^iH Ijt" t'liminated from the program. 
Now thc»t Mvm^ tu luv til Ik* tottillv inconbibtent with the intent of 
CungrevN It >s*em.s ti> be incon.sustent with the President's Execu- 
tive order with regard tu the support for the historically black col- 
leges. And we are pleased to see that the Department of Education 
IS proposing a \vav to be sure that those 30 institutions get included 
under this legislation 

One concern that I \vould have and mv association would have is 
that the remedy not be worse than that which we are trying to 
remedy. And that is that by getting the *M) in, you bring in with 
theni or .U)0 more institutions which tend to increase the uni 
ver.Ne of institutions substantially and dilute the money that is 
available for the institutions that are in the program. 

I would sav, finallj^, that with regard to self-sufficiency, we be- 
lieve in self-sunicienc^v. It depends upon how you define it. I have 
some real concerns and problems, Mr. 'Chairman, with the defini 
tiun of self sufficiency as equated with graduation or termination 
lr4>ni the prugiam. If we are talking about viability and thriving, 
and the cibilitv to do some things well for a group of low-income 
.students, then I believe in self-sufficiency. But I have some prob- 
lems \vith equating self-sufficiency with graduation or termination 
from the progi'am 

Equal opportunitv is a national policy, support for equal op^ortu 
nity and higher education is a national policy in this country, 
historically supported bv thl^ Government. And I don't believe that 
we can graduate from our responsibilities of providing educational 
opportunity for low-income and needy students. 

We are going to have the poor with us forever and I don't think 
that we can graduate from our responsibilitie.s of meeting the 
needs of the poor. 

Now, It doesn't have to be through title III, but it seems to me, 
the Government, il it tiue to its cotnmitment to higher education 
opportunity, w^'ve got to have some mechanism to m6et the needs 
o^ thl^ group of ^>tudents the same Aay as we commit ourselves to a 
land grant college system and commit the Government to the 
receiU development activities of major universities in this countr>. 
These ln^tltutlun^ don't graduate from those programs and I don't 
believe we should graduate. 

Final! V, Mr. Chairman, I would hope that under the special 
needs program that the black colleges and universities would not 
receive less than 100 percent of funding received by them in fiscal 
yt\ir ll^TD. I know that the legislation speaks in terms of 50 per- 
cent, but in line with ^vhat Dr. Ponder indicated about the history 
of thi> legislation, I believe that 100 percent of funding received in 
PJTil ^,ouId be more neaily equitable according to our calculations. 

Again, I appreciate the opportunity of appearing here this morn- 
ing and presenting these lemarks. I do have some remarks that I 
won't gi\e this morning with regard to the impact of title III legis 
lation on a gi\en institution. If I may have the opportunity, I 
would like to prepare these remaiks and submit them as a part of 
, the record as proof positive and demonstrated evidence of what the 
title III money has done on one particular campus. 
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Mr Bi-AKKV \Vf Will kft'p the record open for at leabt 10 days for 
receipt of luateiial iii addition to >our tebtInion\» as well as in addi- 
tion to any other testimony today. 

Dr. Lyons. Ma> I also sa>, Mr' Chairman, that I would hope that 
the National Association for Equal Opportunity in Fligher Educa- 
tion \%ould have an opportunity to be a part of that panel that 
Chairman Simon spoke of. 

Mr, Bi-AKEY. It s fatter than a half-dozen right now. [Laughter.] 

There is an obvious need and an obvious interest on the pait of 
the people here toda\ in participating in a resolution of this prob- 
lem. VVe will make every <»ffort to accommodate those who have in- 
dicated that they wish to participate on the committee. 

Without objection the full text of your remarks presented today 
will be made a parr of the record of this hearing. 

IThe prepared statement of Charles Lyons follows:] 

pRErAKLD StaTL.ILNT PUhyfcNTKD BV Dk CHARl.i:i> A. LYU^^. CllAMKI.U)U. 

pAYETrEViLLK State Univkksity, Faykttkvii.le. NX\ 

Mi i lia»riuai» and ^lu•^ibl'r^ of tht* Subcumniittvt* on Fu^i Secondars Education, 
n*v iKinu' i> C Ikirlfs A Lvui»t». and I am Chancellor of Favfttcs ilk* State UniverMt>. 
F.ivwteviH. North Carolina 

I thank v*>u lor the opportLinit.\ to comment on the Department of Education s 
|iru{Kised rt'KulaUon^ tor Title HI of tht; Hi^^lier Education Act of IDhO, particularl> 
with re>pect t« »'li^il)i!it\ criteria ♦ 

F/ir>t. iiosseNei. permit me to deN^ribe the hi?toricalI> black colleges? and uniserbi- 
tK•^, which t>pifv. I behest, tht kinds of in.*ititutioni? Congress intended to assist in 
the StrermtheniiiK. Special Needs and Cludl* Ii^^e Grant Progr<ims of Title III. The 
piuralit> ot the AnttrKan popukition and the cummensur*ite pluralit> of the educa- 
tiunal needs ot ih.> population led to the creation of the historicallv black colleges 
and uniser-'ilies, \shich at one time v\t :e the onl> source of higher educ<ttion for 
Bia».k AnierKan^ and sshich ^oatinute to serse a large number of black and non- 
bLuk students wilh ln^tructlOIlal pro^jrams to meet their specific needs. 

Histor^vailv black a^ileges and unisersities ha\e prosided educational opportuni 
ties to people s\ho othersNise NNould h«iNe been denied access in an environment char- 
acterized D> c»ppo-^itii>n, le*iislated limitations, and a constant sholrtage of resources 
The acc»>mplu>hnienl» ot these institutions base far e.Kceeded vvhat should be e.\pect- 
ed as projxirtionate to the inputs 

The hi-^turicaliv biavk colleges and universities base, b> their e.\istenc'e, contribut- 
ed to the strength of Americas diversified higher educational svsttim The basic 
theme of demo-.ra^v m higher education has given rise to the creation of many di 
verse kinds ot institationc* svhi^h proside vital educational opportunities to our plu- 
raliMic societs The Preside»U ^-^ Task Force on Education, in its report of AugUsSt 
ll»7i». stated that 

Tht diNer>itv ot .\meric<in higher education is central to itN>trength Thi.s diversi- 
tv ha.-' *irussn Irom a tradition tluit encourages institutional initiatise. creativity, 
seil-dfterniination. and autononis These characteristics are vitaf to the strength of 
our institutions and should explicitlv be encouraged and strengthened b> national 
poIiCN 

Within thi> context o! disersitv, the historical Iv black colleges and unisersities 
have maile siKinTKaiit contributions to our nation The> base served as "opportuni- 
ts c»»lie)it's. prov.diiiK education to thousand^ of able and deserving >ouths II it 
ssere not lor the black colleges and universities, sshich often prosided education un 
asailable elsesshere, our nation ssould base suffered an incalculable loss These in 
stitutions have also reached out besond the boundaries of the campuses to proside 
niuch needed ^ervices adult education, agricultural extension programs, comniunit> 
service, and technical assistance to K'tisernment agencies at all levels 

Despite the contribution.^ n»ade bv these institutions to our nation, the> appear to 
remain the somewhat K»r»iutten sector of higher education sshen one e.xamines the 
tvpes and amounts* ot laiancial support received b> them Since historicall> black 
inj»litutiu.is do nut benefit from the sarious nations^ ide fund-raising efforts or the 
major ^ASin>; Ironi mdisiduals, foundations, and corporations, Jederal support as- 
s»ume^ a larger and e.xtrenielv important role in the overall range of support. The 
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aupurtatKt' «»| tciJ^-iuj -»uf|HnJ v%a> aj^t^Mitiit lu tlu Culi^u•^^ \'»\ivik it «>tated ill refer- 
ence to ruK- 111 

The Oongre>.s tindN th^v 

1' Iabtautiun> ol hii;lw'edu<atu;ii a ah -.uU^tautMl perct'httt^*-- »j1 5tu»k*nt> fruni 
iiKume t'aniih*.^ are vuntributin to *.arrvm^ out the F'edeial jK>licv u! pruMdiii^; 
t\iu^ationaI opportunUieb for all students^ who are quahfied, and 

- In>titution,s oi hi^ht r education enrolhng subbtantial percentages of students 
tr^»Ui I** A ifivunte iannhe'* lace unique burden^ ^vhich preNent raising nece^^arv fi- 
nancial resuurce> to niett the ever incrt*a^'»ili^ cost of eductiting >uch studentb. 
Further the report >tated that 

Part B ol this* proposed titU recOKiu/es that instituioub which enroll a large 
nuraln^r of students troUi lov% iiuotiie faniihes face a special burden. These institu- 
tic»n*« ^anniH raise their luitioii levels to keep pace with intlation and inc/eabing 
edus^ational vosts without dnwn^ nianv students awav from the dreams of a higher 
edu^a^ion Yet, the^e institutions pro\ide a ver> real serMce tu the nation, for the.v 
ketp t!ie du<>rs of hightr education open the pour. These institutions do not need 
pfiji^txt graati-. thev uet^ ^ene^ral operating assistance. Part B wuuld provide that 
assistcince 

I am v*»»P»»thelK Wiiii tht- coticeUis.expressed oy the Department of Education 
whivh lor ill a biisis oi iht proposed Anieiidments to Title III of the Higher Educa- 
tion Act One coiictrii is that institutions that Congress presumably intended to 
benefit frofi* the Titlt III programs will not qualifv as eligible applicants These in* 
elude or mure historically black colleges 

rhr «»rvoiid vi»iKern e\pres>ed b> the Department ot Education is that ' institu- 
ttoa^d** uoi *;tiM rail> vollect dtita that must be used to determine institutional eligi- 
bilitv iii tht' niafintr described in the law. To correct the second problem, a techni- 
cal ainendniera wuuld bf introduced to strike out the phrase, i determined on the 
b^uM-- ol tht qviwtit'iit of the sum of the credit h mr^ of all part-time students divided 
by twelve', and b> striking out the Word ur Jergraduate" each time it uppers in 
order that the vomputaUoa ol the full tinit* equivalent enrollment Would be done in 
cons^unatice with llie divtrst practices of itistitutions and would recogni/e that man> 
i list (tut lolls, m fact, do iiot separate undergiaduate from graduate studentb in com 
puting their PTE enrollment 

I have no objections lo this technical amendment. I feel that it would clarif> and 
simplifv the iniplenientation of the Title III legislation without changing its intent. 1 
du have problenis. however, with the proposed Notice for Public Rule Making 
NPRM Mv i^ositioii is that an institution should have 45 percent of its enrollment 
half time and full tane students receivi.ig Pell Grant* to be eligible to participate 
in the Strengthening Institutions Program It should have 45 percent of iti> enroU- 
nu nt receiving Ptll CiraiUs or other campus-based student fiiiancMl aid to qualify 
for participation in the Si>ec al Need-^ Program. 

I am convinced that a 45 percent ehgibilitv criterion would include .n the eligibil 
a% pool not onlv most ol the historicalU black colleges, which t>picall> have 80 to 

perceiit ol their students on finan*.ial aid, but also large numbers of other institu^ 
tions that serve luw ihconie and disadvantaged students. On the other hand, the 15 
percent criterion is not so low that it wuuid result in enlarging the eligibility pool so 
great Iv that it would threaten the adequacy of funding of those that are truly 
needy My position is that institutions should hnve 45 percent. 

The ba>e ot ehgibilitv should also be set as thf»se student* enrolled, rather than 
tho^»e "^tadeiits eligible lor student assistance. Ui.Jer the proposed regulations, a rich 
institution enrolling iu,iM)u Mudents may have 1,0U0 students eligible for Pell 
Grants, oi whom .>5u actually rtveive grants, thus, this institution would be eligible 
for Title III and to compete with a small developing college of 1,0U0 students, 900 of 
whum are eligible for Pell grants*, ^0U ur more of whom actually receive them We 
repeat, iht base should be the enrolled student*. One wuuld then compute the per 
rentage ol ihc^^e who are eligible for, or actually receive, student assistance iPell 
iJrants loi the Strengthening Institution s program and Pell Grants and other 
cainpus^Jb.ised student aid for the Special Needs program). 

Nlay 1 alsu take this opportunity to comment on some additional points in the pro- 
loosed Amend meni whKh would eliminate the requirement that the average amount 
ul the award should be high in comparison with the average amount of all grants 
awarded to students at omip.trable institutions. 1 am particularly grateful to the 
Department oi Ed u nation ior *irticulating and reinforcing President Heagan s com 
mitnient to the historically black colleges, and for alerting congress to the fact that, 
Without inodifKation* the current Title III legislation would make ineligible some 30 
historically black colleges and thereby run counter to the spirit of President Rea- 
gan's Executive Order No 12:i2o 
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The *»pfcitu iriiu'tU |^^^»|M>^»'d, lu*u»'Vt*i \\\hkU wvuld |>rL•^u^iablv touiinue the eh 
gibtiiU ol ihi\M> h»M«.iH.illv hUk loilt-Kt'^ \v*>uM ^uiKurrt-ntlv bnnit into ihe eh^i 
bihU piKti ^evorai hundriil .ni>i»ti*»iiai iU'^laut^on^. nuiuy o\ wlijth. 1 belief v. luive no 
hi>uir> oi i^ervjr.g i^ub^tar.tjai pvr;.efita^f^ ol iMW-miunu* sliuienlN Furlliermoie. 
>uch a dramatK increase m the M/e of the jh>oL with hnuted budget aut-horiAitiorib 
and apprupriatiuiKs tor the progftim, would reduct- the elTectivenes> of the program 
lor aU One iesson our nation ha.^ learned— a lesbon. I beliete. v\!iich is a cornei 
xione ot Frl•^^dent Kea^^an > phtlos^phv and |ioiitv-i> that to attempt too much for 
too manv vmU re.^uit in doin^ too httle' lor hjij few who are trul> need.v We propose. 
atcprdtnijK. that an alternative appii»aiii be bought to retain the eligibihtv of the 
hibtuncjiiK bUuk tollegeb turrentlv m the piogiam. and at the bame time avoid tlie 
drabtK enlargement ol the eiigibiUt.v pt>ul There aie several appruadieb One ib to 
providt a waiver lor the hi>torj<.all> bLuk collegers Another i^.lo giandfatlier tht^se 
inbtitutiunb m the program ba>ed upon their mciuMon in tlie peiiod 

1 agree witii the wonvept that >eU-bufricienc> meanb viable and thriving However. 
I objL^t tM the connotation that ^elf-^u^1^lclen^.v should therefore be ♦.onbtrued ab 
btMng mehgibie lor future Title 111 funding 

1 agree that the in>tautional aid program> >houId 4b^4>t lUbtitutionb m "bolving 
prubiem> thar threaten their abiht> tu buivive and >tahili/ing their management 
and fibcal operation^ 1 aUu^agiee that >en ^u^^lcleIKV could be interpreted a^ the 
abiiitv ul an tnbtitution to survive without Title 111 fund> Thu^ doeb not mean, hovv 
e\er. "that the in>titution would be without need of Title III or otiur tv|x*b uf federal 
.i>M-Htan<.e or that it would not be enhanced or further btrengthened b> Title iil 
hind^ Th«' KeKulation should reiiU.te jnlv that inbtitution> move toward belf suffi 
ciencv 

Fifiail>. I WLHiid hope thai under the Special Needb Fiukjram. Black collegeb and 
univerbitie^ would ni»t receive le.*sb than UHi [M rcent of funding received b> them in 
llsc-a! >t\ir r«T'» 

Once again. Uiaiik vhi lur the o|rportunitv to appear before thib ^ubcommatee. 
and to express m.\ coriceriKs ;>-garding the Title 111 reguIation> 1 will be ha^)p> to 
an^vve" «i»y que>tion> you may have ' 

Mr Blakey. Di\ Oestreich. 

STATKMKNT OF ( IIAIU.KS II. OKSTRKK'H, PRKSIDKNT, TKXAS 
LrTilHRAN C()LLK(;K 

Dr. OEi>TREKH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. LaUo appreciate the 
opportunity to be here and preisent some views about title IIL I 
have submitted the pages uf testimony, which you have received. I 
will not read them. 

Mr, Blakey. Without objection, the full text of your testimony 
will appear in the record of this hearing as though read. 

Dr. Oestreich. Let me do a brief summary. On page 1 of that tes- 
timony it says, among other things, that relatively unknown, 
not well-knoun colleges, including my own. have benefited from 
small grants under title IIL 

Page 2 of that testimony bayi> that we believe that large percent 
cx.^e feet-abides create bome inequities that should be addressed. 
' Page of that testimony says, in part, we strongly support Sena- 
tor Denton'b amendnientb a^ proposed by the administration, which 
are being considered to get at some of the problems. 

Page 4 of that testimony ^ays that we strongly prefer that the 
Ui7ii-N) data base be used.'We think that that year reflects current 
economic condition^ more fairly and supports the integrity of the 
middle-income assistance act which is already law. 

On page ."i of ihe written testimony are highlighted a few things, 
that we thmk that the words substantial percentage" in the regu 
lations should be in the 2r>percent range for reasons that Jiave 
been given here and reasons which are cited. We think that this 
will provide a healthy level of competition for the funds and main 



Uun m4»st tuiMiit in^utuhuiis with at lea^t an opportunitv to 
applv 

1 havf a i'evv additiuiial LuII|Inellt^ related to >onw of the things 
that have been difeLU^i?ed here. I need to ^a> that my next comment 
here i> purelv a personal opinion, not trving to t»peak on behalf of* 
all of CIC or NAICU or anvbodv eUe It just beems to me that if we 
want IIl^tItutiun^ to move muie toward &elf-bufricienc> that we 
>huuld ^ive>ume ^enou^ cuHMdeiation to mure ^ma^ and medium- 
Mzed ^rantb with perhiip.s a maximum ^^rant going to an institu- 
tion again. I am expIl*^^ing personal opinion here— in 
^lirilMKHi range. And 1 ^a^ that from analv/Jng our own develop- 
ment and ^trengthening ai? an institution and from looking at 
oth r^, that's the wav our particular church supports our kinds of 
Luhege^. Texa.s Lutheran. Dana College, Wartbu^g, institutions like 
that receive a level of .suppuit in that range based upon just their 
existence* basei,! upon the numbei of students that the> serve and 
based upon the numbei of minority students. For example, Texas 
Lutheran Cullege receives approximatel> a $100 bonus from the 
Anir!a«in Lutht ian Church for each minority student enrolled and 
that kind oi pie.s.saie on Us as administrators does move us toward 
self-sulficiency and is some kind of help for us. 

And, tinall.v. m conclusion, I would like to say that *Sl Mary's 
Universitv. Incarnate Word College, Our Lady of the Lake, Texas 
Lutheran, and St Edwards, probabl> most of you in here never 
heard of those institutions, are all located in the Austin/San An- 
tuiuu area and b\ verv lough estimates, I estimate that they will 
enroll 10,00n Mexican AmericTil} students before 191H). t raise th^ 
question. Should those 10,000 Mexican American students be set 
aside and their institutions baried from support under title III by 
other set -asides? « 

Thank you 

|The prepared statement of Charles Oestreich follows.] 

( Am oMi \SUU B\ Dh THnMA> II ESdltNl). EXKl ITlVh DlUti TOU. S#AI>L 

ionfc*.K CoSm>KTU M oS BhliALf *>h Tllh NaTIU.NAI, Ah^tK lATloN i>t LsDKI'KNDKNT 
C**U-Ki.K:3 and I SiVKKsiTifr^. THt C IL InDU'KNDKNT OilXKuF^, TlIK AsM)i I 

\Tlu\ ot C ATMuUi Ojl4«^i.t^^ \M* L\MVhRMTIE>» AM) TUfc NaIIuNAJ, A>mK lATkiN 
S<»oOU^ \M) t\>n.K<.P> nK nlK TNITKn MctiIODIST ClIUK ll 

Mr * h.orriian ami nuinlM-r^ ^1 thi >uLxgniniittiH-. my lumK- i.> (liarU'^ (Vstri*Kh» 
ait«l I iiu l*r«-sHl»'iit iti I'l sa^ Luthi^ran CoIK'jii* I anj pIi-aM'd tt» bv abli* to appeal 
bt't^fte >*»u thi> luoriiiiiK btlialt oi ihv >'»! ».ulli*^v> and uiavfrMtic>. l-i >tat«.* a>hO' 
station?, and ^pt.\i«il purpose a?>i\Kitn.»n^ wliith ».'onipriM' tin* Natumal Asv^oci 
ation uf !ndi»pi*ndent t\>Ik^Kt*> and L'ni\iT>itii*> i NAICU' I havt* the priVilej^c* of 
>fnAnK the Board Dirt.*vtor^ <A Mnt* uf thoM* ^pe^.i^il puri>t^>t' a>>ot i4ition>, tin* 
t'«*a*Kii Ind»'pt lid lit CkAW^k"^ il\irlJKTl> tlu* Couin.iI tor ihv Ad\antrnu*nt of 
Smaii t«tU»M'^ 'in .>r^aia^at*tin aHkIi ha^ a ^nu*niber>hip of ni«>ri^ than J'lO MiialK 
tndfj^fiidrnf hbi*ral art^ in^titatnuis 

A'^ ru'>jdent oi Tv\A> !,uthiTaii (.'♦»lU*j»i. I,aKso >ptMk to vou from thi* per>pi'cti\o 
«»t an <nM4tutton whah, tor sjx vear^, Ka> hwtf a membi*r ot thi* Sniail CoIIegi Cun- 
«»«»itiun», .1 project landed bv Tali* III. h>r the pa>t tv^o vear.s, Texas Lutheran luis 
srr\ed ciwidinafin^; in^titutmn lor the project 

liel.Jie iiettiMti to I he heal! »»! nn testmionv. I >inipl> vvihh to on record a> 
^avaik 'J»at Ua Sni«iii C **llme t «in^oftiutii ha> denum>tTated that e\en relatt\elv 
^niah ani.»unts K,i Tali III lundiiiK. when elfi*^.ti\eK utih/ed, can hii^e a M^:nilKant 
inipat.t oil jfi^tirutioiis Thi^ proje<.t h<i> >er\ed «i.s nianv as '*o Miiall. independent, 
tour v»'ar liberal arts volleKe> *ind ha> helpi*d them .mprove \«iriou> a>pect> of their 
.•pt^ratioFiS hop*. Title III vviU aiwav> pro\ide opportiinit\ lor <.unM)rti<iI arrongc?- 
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nt*"nt> uii«ifi iMt^««taui ^^tu uihraa \Si\\\ i\Kh t>tlu*r. ^hare |)io^rani> 

NjJt^ulK.uK »ir^Ji:n. t »■» mill tiu*i lii-i *N viiul bt-jufit tnutUtilK tri>ni Titlv HI funds 
NAK I' ui>titutions hjM* jMiiAi »|>ah'd »h and bent-fiti'd Iron* thi^ Title 111 proj^rani 
sin*.»* Its cuMtK^tt in 1 hot iiiaiiv ot uui itistitutiun;> ^vhich do nul have .suable 
t»n(j<.»rtnH*nti^. the TitK- 111 ^'rant ha* Uxonie a nt^e^^a^> >oura^ re\onue to help 
di-\t Kip better pro^rtini- ut iiU'tru^tion and- to reaJi the point of avtidemic and |i 
naiKi ii %MhihtN It i> i«T lh»> rei^^on that ^ve are >o cun.erntd about pending Ie>;ib- 
iati\e and ro^uLtturv Uian>;e> to the eh^tbihtN cuteria In ^r formal comment* on 
the Nutxce ot Proposed HuiemaksnK ^ii^d ai the >tatenjent uhich ue filed for the 
benate Education butxurtiniitu-e heariu^^ held h> vSen<itor Denton on October v\e 
reiterated our omnniimen* t.» nMiiitatuitw htie 111 eli^ibilit> for tin Ia|^Kest pos>i 
ble p*kjI kA institutuuis We have tak<*n that poMtion oh the ha>i> ol a ver> firm 
bi»het that \\ pru>irani restuajor»s are inip^ised -rvt-n lv hniit the number of in.sti 
tutum> eliKibie lo ^om^-rte toi Title 111 tunduiK. i»istitution> uith le^^itiniate n^;ed^• 
lor such t undine ma% uiad\ errant '\ denied accevS> to the pro^jram 

In that end, \s\ \\.\\k- traditiunail> uppo>ed sin^ifu per*.enta^e ?et aMde> in the 
auth"n/'in>; ie;;i>iatttMi h»r partKuiar t>pei» a! institutions ui order. thut the limiti'd 
amount ol. lumjs apprnpnated b\ the Connre>.s ma> remain a\*iil^*j'lt for coin pet i 
tion anions' *ili t>P**^ ♦-'I in?titution? that ma\ Iiave need fur tho.se lurW?»=: . — 

iVior tt» the enactment of the Educiition Amendments ul lljMI. *ijl \>pe> o! i^.^tltu 
ti*«iis had ai<.«*s^ t^* thi^ *.umpetitioii tor^*ippropriated fund> N\h\. sped Ik percentage 
M'f {i;yVits fiuindated loi t\\o \ear in>titution.s. to be u>ed onl\ for thoj^e t>pe.s of 
inJitutions tl the >tt .Lside tundV are not *i\\arded in an\ i;iu*n Near. the> mujit be 
held m r»'st^rvt^ |i»r the sanie purpi.t?e until the next auard cvcle *i \ear later 0..e 
p<»s^ihiht% that anses i> that it onl\ a few t\\u >ear in.stitution* qualif\ for funding 
un^er the M-t asj.ii- rhr u'sult o>uld be th*it \er> lar^re a\%*irds would he made to a 
smah nuniKT ul Mi^^titutj.ios that tin* M^*t-a?ide nionie.s \\outd not ha\e to be held 
yi\\x i.«-ni(K»undin>; that prohlrm is tin- hut th*it, in the Education Aniendm^ntV*;t)f 
i•*^o I «ini: revs sought t«tassurr iitstori*.*iU> and traditionalh BKkk iii>titution?»that 
wttuM ma sutler a loss m n-al dollar term? a.s a re>ult ol expanding; elik'ibilit> 
\Shtie that k'oai ma% be laudable. > * ii uimhined ^wth the pc*rk,etitai:<' set aMde> for 
\ear c*dl('i;es, it ha> requited m jUst M\er -^off millp»n ot the million appro- 
prtattun re liiv bt- tn^;. avaiiabU' lur cnmf*etition amon»4 all other iri>titution>. man> o! 
V huh ma\ sht>\\ ^n^iter need tt»r lundini: than do >ome of the mstitution.s ».o\ered 
D) the |.HT<.enta>ie set -aside II this suKomrnittee contuKiplate^ le>iisl*iti\ e chan^'e^ to 
thr authori/jn^ statuto ur>ie vou to look tloseK *it the inequitie.s created b\ \ V 
tlji- ie>ri^hited pt^ru-ntane MM-aMdes^ '-^ thi- r^Hfuirenient that se-t aside lunds. if 
uliii;-tKl. W hi ld *»%er until th^- toUoumn* vear. and u^ the pusMbilit> ,that exce^Mve 
a\Nard- u»ulii Ik- aiade to a h-w' institution^ in order to a\oid haMn^ set a.slde funds 
hjidoM«r. 

With R'spi^i.t t»» ottHT iHfssjhi*' ie^i^lati^e chan^i^'is to the authori/imi statute, we 
h t\i' withheld conintrnt on Uf* lour amendnu'nt> offered b\ Senati*r Denton al the 
Uttvi>«-r ht-anrju until' could >tud> the Administriitlon > explanation? *ind 
ai5aivsi>.-v%hich* \%err pr»'sentrd at that hearing; We ha\e reviewed Assistant Ecuca 
tiim N'vretarv Mrladv;^- trstj!nK»n% and determined 'that th^ four *mn'ndnient.s ha\e 
ni'ftt m that thev n-nuiw' curiVnt re>triction^ ^roni th«- i^liKihihtiv ^rJtena. without 
ttianKtnt! Ol an% v^a% tht''pur|M.:ii*s of tlu- TitU- III prc»>;ram The amendments, as ue 
u^^diTstand thrnt, \%»»uid n-mpj hi^lu^r than avera^n award" portion nj eli^i 

b\'a\ criteria Jr 'm Parts A <ihcii*(i ol the title, would permit the talo«Iati<^n of "lull 
tijne tHjui^alent- tn the niatmc-r currentU m u>e at each in>titiition. and would 
aUow liir mc^usMtn ot graduate >tudeni> m 4he calculation of and instilution s 
tMx V\\\ m Kre 'piiik With thr mannt?r m which Mr^ualh all coIlege> and uni\er 
slid-. kSx^ thfMT ]»ua^:i'tioj^ *nd <i.*it»untin>i' We have communicated our support to 
>i|Ti.itf*r 1>* nton .»rid ufu' vou t** support the changes with the Hou>e conferees on 
th»' I* V V^^l Appropnafions bill * • 

Ifi K«epuiii ^Mih .Mif »Apr»sH ititrnt to maintain elii^ibihty t^ a<r iij a \^\ o! 
ir^tituM 'ns a^ po-^if»l#-. wi- ha\< hren \er\ concerned with pro|>osed t4i^ihilit\ ».pte 
n|i .iujtaimd oi thr JuU Jo \otive ot Pro|M)s»Hl Hulemakmj: 'NI*RM' 

Mxpr»'ssH our lohcrrti to the Department ab<»ut the tht>ice of Kim war to 
b« UM**^ in cvikul<itinj4 tht- tn^jtitutional and studt-nt f*ut<^rs in the eh^'ibjlilv formu 
l.i» Ue ur!t;»*d tht- Secn-tars to -('li^ct academic /ear ll'TH >ti as the Ki>e >ear to re- 
tli%*t the most curr»-nt federal student aid fuiKlin^ picture a^ a result of the enact 
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acUriMtu .»? ?ht- * t^rmulat* Wt^ have fi'w^\^tnj ihv Adriufu>?raJM»M s unaiv ' 

T^iiu^ rv: thf |^'r>rf.T,i>,» i., .j ^.^ ,M Unut f-U^iUhU lo art iMimatt^i jn^utu 
tt'Tf^' In i-4?h^f .as.. ^'!i^.K4:^U f-r ^i.4rr«iit jxirUvi|»aftfv w^'nUi twt U- m>:iiiIi' aiiti^ 

It •*iTh<r J" of C p^ Ktt.! i >s^.mt» numbiT it; K^r A<i-ri Wc supf-uTi fh** l>»>pan 
mi-rtt n ana}>M^ that «i» !t>n^ M^- rt>:«rt* al u lower ri.vtiUtf.»- vsauid <rv.iU' Ut^* 
a |^<>ttuti»l appl^. ut^^^rui n'tljii^ t» at a *wabt'f ..^uM ^M^f unrta-vii 

th« Tttk' III pn-^rim U-n^tvt'r .i^ vou jru ^^i H aAar» !ron> \*»ar *i* liU;ra?ioijH on 

•*"rm tjftt'^^ .aK sftatt' rftMvK hau\ !..r thr aitt*ndv.j| program ^^^-ttHKiari*-. .t*^ VV 

fn i<l. hu? V u xc? T n..? alt ^rt,t?U iha! th«' IVfJarim^'nt and Ui* 

ir'^hf 'ift.a.. , it; .:ia a.t^ tit»^ im|>UMn»'ntini.: thn^ {mj,-«rUifn ^-r*->jr 

*tiatik \ *u ! t ihr op|.s)riunit\ n« T^-^fiU tt**ia^ |lr Kn^jt'ii>d anti« 1^ 

^ Mr Blxki-^ Thank ym 1 will a^k a iinv quk*r.iion> (he pam*! 
First. I think the earhir panel made a vu^j^i^tion and t}ie adnntus* 
tratiori. referred to it and there was u ^n»at deal iif di^cUKsiim and 
debate about ^shat >uh>tantial mean>. .J^n 1'j ppfcenl What 
would be >oiir rt action to. in effect, leveitinfj tu \^hat u^ed to be a 
point system' In other vvurd^. >chtH*!; with larji^er nui:^ii»ers uf ^iU" 
dmu Nviih htt:h average FVU arrant*, j^et more FKnnt^ and those v^itlt 
smaller number^ i:et ii» puints' I wiU a>k the ninmbers ot tht* 
panel i! you could comntent on that 

Dr PoNDKK The fif^i que-tiun I wuuid nu^e I think h\> b^en 
'•ai^ed thi> moniint; i'ould v,e reaUv ^et Ml oi thM ditkm^ m time 
kir u> to ijet this t^i^uj^ * And thai iSets to be one of fhii-e cur<-?. that 
IS Uur<e than the d^-^ease, e\en i! it turns uul to be j^uf^ 

Now. apart trnm that. I think that thai could bi^ a b.^ck^»ft p'asi^ 
tiod I uould not run Irorn tiu»t It wauid be \er> good We are m 
this no\\ and lhi> \v»irk»*d. it can work, and I think tb* probiera 
wiMi Mviti.htnj: from <*nv to another cause:- somi^-me eL-v tu de^^uie 
that it wuidd be better it you did M>nieib2tij[: eKe with it ^ 

No%v Tthmk it we >witch trom this b". |.ercent f<» >omtthin^' 
that's what s i^oinu to happen And I think a> m> te.stinjony. nn 
written tt»HfimMn> wdl ^a>. we ^e real!) kicked thus antund an 
awtul Utt or tina-s and -om* h^m wi have to arn^^e at son^t* of thes^ 
thmw'- that w^^rk, arid 1 fhmk perc«*nt wd! work Th<it - m> b-el- 

Mr Bt AKi-y .Dr I.>ons 

Dr Lnons WVU. Wf !e«'l /a^hf? stron^K aK>u? the l^^ pi rcen* 
Mr t'hatrman. and we think it Will wurk We think ther*- in a wa> 
ot Ciettinu: int*> tht prucram th*»^e institution*- that wvf^ ir.aiv -ui- 
tended by Vtm^t*'^^ to be in the pro^'ram We don t have arn pro 
j**cted -t>!un'>n to that We ar»' r j? unaUerabh «»ppi»^ed tn the point 
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svstuni. It hub wuikt»d in the past. M> only problem, niy basic prob- 
lem would be. how much lime do we lose if we attempt to shift 
* gears at this point** . . 

- There are many inbtitutionb right now that are waitmg lor some 
means of determining whether the> are going to be a?)le to apply 
and mv institution is one of those. My grant runs out this year 
And how much time are we going to have to put a proposal togeth- 
er and then have it read propeil> by people who really and tru*y 
understand and have a bensitivLt> to the type of institution they 
are dealing with and the kindb of proposals and plans they are 
dealing with. . 
So I WQuld have that kind of concern and problem with it 
Mr. Blakey. Dr. Oestreich. r „ 

Dr Oestreich. I can't comment on the complexity of all those 
regulations thcit would be affected. I am not that knowledgeable 
and wouldn't mislead you on all of that. I concur in w hat they sari 
I think it is important that we move in a timely fashfon Dr. Eng- 
lund may be able to comment more on some of that. 

Dr. Englund. I think one of the nice things about going back to 
the sliding scale is that you don't get the absolute in-or-out-by-a' 
shm-margin kilid of thing that appears will happen with these new 
regulations. For example, if it is a 35 percent kind of thing, is an 
institution that is at 34.8 percent really going to be out? I think 
that is one of the problems with the sharp cutoffs in the current 

regulations. ....... . 

On the other side of that com is the sliding scales permit the 
BEOG scores or the Pell grant criteria and the E. & G. criteria to 
kind of offset each other and it does in fact, I think, give some equi- 
table judgment about certain kinds of institutions. 

So you might be a little bit out on one of those scales. The other 
one can help you. And you get institutional need versus character- 
istics of the student body offsetting each other. 

One problem we have seen is that with those scales they seem to 
work against small institutions, particularly on the E & G van- 
able, because of some of the fixed costs at any institution But 
there, maybe the E. & G. waiver would help solve that problem I 
personally don't think we have a problem with that and I think I 
could say' that on behalf of the people we are representing. 

Mr. Blakey. If I could ask you one other question. There has also 
been testimony this morning about planning and planning lequire- 
ments. All three of you have addressed the question of self-suffi- 
ciency. It seems to me in the context of the regulation that there is 
an^pbvious relation in there in that they are asking you to demon- 
strate on the one hand how you are going to be self-sufficient by x 
period of time by virtue of that long-range plan, and then the Sec- 
retary IS going to make a determination as to whether or not that 
plan is '^acceptable," in one form or the other. 

One, would vou comment, if you can, on the relationship*between 
the two, and I guess even more importantly -Dr. Lyons addressed 
it forthrightly—maybe the other two could as well, as to whether 
or not you think as long as the service continues, as long as you 
are continuing to serve the kind of students that are used to identi- 
fy the institutions, should the institutions stay in the program or 
should they in fact ''graduate?" 
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Dr. Ponder, Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 1 doii't be- 
lieve an> institution of higher education would object to planning I 
don't* believe that. I think the problem here is planning for your 
graduation horn a program gets to be something that is a little dif- 
ficult. I know by nature, by definition, we are developing institu- 
tions. That's why we are in the program to begin v/ith. Nov^ you 
want to ask me to look down the road and say, 5, 10, 7 years I be- 
lieve is the nuiximum here, I would have reached the point where I 
will not needr any more support from the Government in this pro- 
gram. 

I think that's really not addressing the problem from that stand- 
point because schools do not graduate from need, they graduate 
from one level of need to a higher level of need. Whatever institu- 
tion you can think of, today s budget is more than 10 years ago, 
and it is because they are constantly doing new things. Twenty 
years ago we didn't know what the computer area was and now it 
is one of the most expensive areas we have, yet we have to train 
for it. 

So you cannot graduate from it. My colleague Dr. Lyons men- 
tioned the land-grant program. No one is talking about graduating 
schools out of the land-grant program. Ther^ is a need there. We 
have youngsters that are coming to us that need help and that's 
what these programs are designed to do. 

So I think planning is great. We will do it. And all of us would 
agree with that. But planning to graduate from a program, I think 
someone started talking about that in a context that they really 
did not understand what was going on and that has crept into the 
discussions and I hope it never gets into the legislation. 

Mr. Blakey. Dr. Lyons, do you want to add anything to your ear- 
lier statement? 

Dr. Lyons. Yes, Td like to comment on planning. I think plan- 
ning is a good thing. But I see planning in the context that we are 
dealing with as a management tool, rather than planning to sepa- 
rate from the program. One of the things that I will address in my 
extended remarks, which I will present later, is the whole area of 
planning and what we have done in this area, and how effective it 
has been for us at that institution to make decisions and to manage 
that institution better. So I see planning as a management tool 

One of the problems I have with what appears to be one of the 
requirements in the proposed regs is that if you go for the long- 
range grant of 7 years that you will have to do a 7-year plan. The 
problem I would have with that, as an institution that is part of a 
State system that has us on a 5-year planning cycle, from 1980 to 
1985, plans that I have just completed, it would require us now to 
go back and do an additional couple of years, probably redo the 
whole planning cycle. I would have a problem with that. 

I don't see planning in this context as one where you are plan- 
ning to terminate yourself from this program. 

Mr. Blakey. Thank you. Dr. Oestreich. 

Dr. Oestreich. I agree with much of what the gentlemen have 
said here. I think so far as the planning documents and the paper- 
work that are being called in, it is way too much.J wish someone 
would put a limit on the number of pages that they are allowed to 
submit and make it be a small one. 
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1 tauL'hl cheinibtiy for 10 .vcars and the students were required 
to answer the questions on the paper provided and I didn t need 
glasses at that time and didn't want to have to buy any to read it 
And 1 think, the same kind of guidance would be good and helpful 
to all of us that have personnel working on this. 

I don't think that institutions will graduate either. I think that 
they will move from one plateau to another and those institutions 
that make a real commitment to serve economically disadvantaged 
people will probably continue to be under real economic con- 
straints. I think I have a license to say some of that. I think lexas 
Lutheran College and the 50-some Lutheran colleges in the JNation 
are serviug a greater percentage of economically diradvantaged 
students than the rest of them. We have made that commitment. 
We have kept our tuition low. And so we will continue to have eco- 
nomic difficulties and appreciate assistance from any source in pro- 
viding quality education for them. ' , , ... ^ , 

Ms Vance. I have a few comments that I would like to make 
and questions I would like to raise, oased primarily on Dr Pender s 
testimony. Dr. Ponder, on page 3 of your testimony,- you talk- 
under point No. I— about the designation of ehgibility, tor the 
record, I ^ould just like to comment that the colloquy on the 
Senate floor certainly was something that did take place, and yet 
was not a reflection of House sentiment on the percentage factor. 
During the reauthorization of the Higher Education Act, which 
began at the very early part of the 96th Congress, the House Sub- 
committee on Postsecondary Education conducted over 35 days ot 

*^^The ffrst couple of days that were conducted were devoted to title 
in. And it was during those hearings that we began to review dif- 
ferent proposals regarding the reauthorization of title III My Point 
in mentioning this is that, from the very first part of the 96th Con- 
gress, through to the end, we were trying very desperately to get 
iood, solid statistical data from the Department of Education, then 
the Office of Education, as to how these different proposals would 
" affect different institutions. 

And I think it is important to note for the record that the statis- 
• tical data that we sought over that period of 2 years, arrived in 
somewhat a preliminary form during the evening of one of the last 
nights the conferees met to resolve the differences between the 
House and Senate bill on the whole Higher Education Act. My 
point IS, It is very difficult to determine congressional intent as to 
the definition of substantial percentage when after 2 years time 
we were unable to get any good quality data. 

At the staff level, both House and Senate staffs were aware of a 
great discrepanc> in statistical data which made arriving at a sta- 
tistical percentage difficult. It was certainly the informed judgment 
of House and Senate staffers that any specified percentage was 
merely a best guess effort. . , ,u ■ a «„of^ 

So It is not surprising to me that, given perhaps the inadequate 
data that was provided to us at the close of the 1980 conference, it 
IS a httle difficult now for the present administration to handle im- 
plementing this, program. ^ ^u ^ 

Mv point in saying this is that the record can show that there 
was no data available and if we tightened the eligibility require- 
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nient tuo nuit;h il lcirgul> the fact that we were not good guess- 
ers. 

The other isi,ae I would like to bring up, on page 6 of your testij 
mony. you talk about the need that the regulations target 25 to 35 
> percent of the funds for longer development grants. With regard to 
part A of the program, section 347id) of the act requires the ^Secre- 
tary to set aside 25 percent of the part A funds for the long-term 
development grants. So your recommendation, in fact, has been 
taken care of by statute. The purpose for doing that, as I remem- 
ber, was an attempt to sweeten the pot of the long-tf?rm develop- 
ment grants. If mstitutional grantees were not ready to take the 
risk or the gamble of jumping into a 4- to 7-year grant, one-time 
grant, resulting in an applicability pool that was not sufficiently 
large to warrant all the funds, the funds would be able to be main- 
tained in the program for later use, instead of returning those 
funds to the Treasury. 

So I think in part we've addressed some of your concerns and I 
would appreciate a comment from you if I have incorrectly read 
your statement, but these were the concerns I had after I read it. 

Dr. Ponder. You read my statement correctly. But I will say you 
really highlighted why this bill keeps coming up for so much dis- 
cussion. We all have different interpretations of what the intent of 
Congress was at the time. For example, I specifically believe that ' 
the intent of Congress when this bill came up in 1965 was for it to 
be for black institutions. You can get no one to make that state- 
ment now. Now >ou are talking about another discussion that we 
had where you cire saying the 45 percent is not necessarily it. I 
don't know whether it was or not. Tm just one of those little coun- 
try boys that believes what he reads in the Congressional Record 
and it is there. I pick it out as a direct quote, that it is there. Now, 
what the intent was, I have to leave that to you because you were 
pfesent. But for all of us who are reading it, we say that Congress 
defined what substantial percentage was. That is the way I would*^ 
interpret that statement. 

You would sa> that this Government could not provide the kind 
of data that was necessary to make this kind of a decision I have 
confidence in my Government also and I believe it can give you 
any information that you need to make any decision that you need. 
Vance. We had that hope, too. 

Dr. PoNDCU. But tlrey didn't, ^nd again, I am just a country boy 
That's all I know. That this Government can do that if it wishes. 

Now, you tell me that it didn't. Now, I have to take what you say 
and say that I am willing to accept the 45 percent as a substantial 
percentcige. M> interpretation would be that anything less than 
that is not substantial. When you start dropping too far below 50 
percent on anything, it cannot be substantial. , • i 

In the American system of saying things, anything substantial 
usually is more than 50 percent, and I can conceive that 45 per- 
cent, we can go there, but when you start dropping below that, you 
have to say, there is no way you can define that a substantial dis- 
tance from here to the Capitol Building, from here to the Capitol 
Building, is outside that door. That's not a substantial distance, So 
Ave must be a percentage somewhere close. 
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Ms. Vanok. Thank >ou. One other quesflon I would have on the 
planning ibbue. fui an> of the panelibtb, and that is, Would there be_ 
any objection to the planning requirement for a long term grant if 
there was the ability to revise the plan so that you weren't tjed to 
whatever requirements >ou might have suggested for a i~ to T-year 
grant? 

Would that alleviate your concern sufficiently? 
. Dr. Lyons. If I understand >our question correctly, I think the 
planning requirement would need to bear some relationship to 
some other requirements that we have in our own State situations, 
especially if we are part of State systems. As I say, we have a 5- 
year planning cycle in v.ur s>stem and we are required to do a 5- 
year plan. We have done one. 

Now, if there was some wa> that we could coordinate the plan- 
ning requirement for the long-term grant with the requirements of 
the systems that we ma>.be a part of, I think it would be meaning- 
ful to the institutions. And then, again, Tm not altogether sure 
right now of what all would be included in the planning require- 
ment. Are we reall> talking about an in-depth long range plan such 
as we are required to do in the State system or are you Jtalking 
about a much smaller effort on our part, to cover whatever time 
period we are talking about? I^think that needs to be defined 

Ms. Vance. Dr. Englund. 

Dr. Englund. I think one of the problems is that the proposed 
regulations do invite planning by formula. There is a grocery list of 
items there in the regulation that must be in your long-range plan 
And it essentially requires, not'just invites,, an institution to take 
the documents that it has, and make them fit. We talked about 
ghostwriters this morning and that is another opportunity for out 
side people to get on the title III bandwagon and to profit from it 
by helping institutions meet that requirement. 

Maybe iii.>tead of requiring the institution to submit their entire 
long-range plan for the next 5 or 7 years, what ought to be re 
quired is some kind of demonstration, how the activity that is re- 
quested is linked to the long-range plan. 

There may be a subtle difference but an important one. If I am 
asking for a faculty development program, or a management infor- 
mation system, or a package of student services, somehow or other 
in the application, we demonstrate that those are priorities for our 
institution in relation to some existing long-range plan. 

I hope tliat is not a distinction without a difference. 

Ms. Vance. Thank you. 

Mr. Blakey. If I get the drift of both of your latter two responses, 
m your gase. Dr. Lyons, the plan has already been submitted to the 
Carolina system? 

Dr. Lyons. Right. 

Mr. Rlakey. If we were simply, through these regulations, asking 
you to submit that plan in connection with your request and, as 
Dr. Englund is indicating, relate the two, the grant appUcation and 
your plan, that would be preferable to requiring you to go back to 
square I and draft a whole new plan for purposes of submission for 
this application. That would basically incorporate both of your sug- 
gestions and overcome at least part of the paperwork problem that 
Dr. Oestreich referred to. 
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Dr. Lyons. Yes. I think that would be satisfactory. 

Mr. Blakey. Let me again say very quietly, thank you for being 
with us toda>. We appreciate your taking'the time. All of you have 
come from a considerable distance to be with us. We appreciate 
your commentb and providing the subcommittee with this testimo- 
ny. 

We will go now to our last two witnesses, Dr. William btewart, 
president of Kirkwood Communit> College and chairman of the 
board of the action consortium, and Dr. Zuniga of the East Los An- 
geles Comniunit> College and on behalf of the Hispanic Higher 
Education Coalition. 

If you would both come up at this time? 

I would like to say, and I think I can say this on behalf of the 
chairman, that Dr, Stewart has been in the forefront of the effort 
to bring bome benbe to our consideration of the proposed title III 
regulations as well as the Department's consideration of these reg 
ulationb. We certainly appreciate your having gone out of your way 
to be helpful to us in the context of these discussions. 

Your statement will be included in the record in its entirety. 

STATEMENT OF WILLLVM F. STEWART, PRESIDENT, KIRKWOOD 
CX).MMrNITY COLLEGE, AND CHAIRM.\N OF THE BOARD, 
ACCTION CONSORTIUM 

Dr. Stewart. Thank yoy Mr. Chairman and members of the sub- 
committee. . ^ 

I am here toda> ab a communit> college president to express my 
specific concerns with the proposed regulations for the title III pro- 
gram, as the> appeared in the Federal Register on July 20, 1981. 
As chairman of the board of directors^f tne ACCTion Consortium, 
I also speak for the 200 2-year colleges that the consortium has 
helped during the last 6 >ears. Il is good to note that many of those 
institutions have giaduated from title III. People talk about no one 
ever graduating. That is not true. We have helped many colleges 
through our conbortium who have completed projects and are out 
on their own. 

At this point I am going to depart from my prepared testimony 
that we will make part of the record here to say some things about 
. cooperative arrangements that have not beei} covered today that I 
think are very, very critical to be heard. 

Our major concern is that cooperative arrangements are being 
completely dibcouraged in the proposed regulations, wlien the legis- 
lation stares they should be encouraged and In some cases given 
priority. 

First, the point should be made that title III does not have, nor 
will it ever have, enough money to fund individual grants t(j/M of 
the 2-year colleges that need title III assistance. Cooperative ar- 
rangements are one way to help many of these colleges. 

Second, there doeb not appear to be any emperical evidence over 
the last 15 yeaib of title III to support the idea that an individual 
college grant will create more or better results than assistance 
through a cooperative arrangement. 

The ACCTion Conbortium has been very successful as document- 
ed in our third-part> evaluations. All these evaluations are on file 
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in tht' title HI olfkv. Title 111 ^taff have also said that AQCTion is 
one of their mubt sjiicu*fei>ful pi oject&, ACCTion was one of the top 
()() projects selected b> title III to woik on submissions to the Joint 
Dissemination Review Panel and the National Defusion Network. 

These success stories are all available if an>one would like to see 
copies. ACCTion is onl> one example of Cooperative arrangements 
funded b> title III. The Council of Inter Institutional Leadership 
can document manv more case .studies which show that title III 
funds were used to start coopeiative airangements that have grad- 
uated from the progiam. This council works with approximately 
1 11) cooperati\e arrangements across the United States, not all 
under title III b> an> means. I recommend that Lewis Patterson, 
executive director of CIL, be allowed to submit written comments 
to the record that w^ill document these facts. 

Naturallv we all question wh> title III is^ discouraging coopera- 
ti\e arrangements, 'And among our questions, is it the intent of 
Congress to discourage cooperative ai'rangements? 

Some of the proposed regulations that discourage cooperative 
agreements, as we see them at this time under part A, in the 
strengthened program, the 4- to 7 >ear projects, they call long-term 
colleges, onlv have one chance at long-term projects so they will go 
for an individual grant over a cooperative arrangement. It is im- 
plicit theie that the> will do that rather than seeking any kind of 
a cooperative arrangement, although that might be b> f<xx the most 
cost effective approach to go with the mone> that is available. 

Title III plans to be 80 to 5)0 percent of Uie $60 million for Part A 
into 4- to 7-year projects. The legislation only calls for 25 percent. 

If the funds allocated to 4- to 7-year projects are not^ spent, the 
balance will be carried over to the next year, for 4- to 7-year proj- 
ects, and the balance will not go to the 1- to 3-year projects under 
which most consortium*arrangements \vould be funded. 

Under the 1- to 3->ear projects, if only 10 to 20 percent of part A 
funds are available for short-term, very few cooperative arrange- 
ments will be funded if an> at all, plus some of this money will go 
for planning grants. 

Under part B, the special needs program, the 1- to 5-year proj- 
ects, title III has defined these grants as long-term. Colleges eligi- 
ble for Part B have no short-term options so they can only receive 
long term grants. The> will all go for an individual college grant 
u\ei cooperative arrangenxeJits. No one is going to choose a cooper- 
ative arrangement ovex an individual grant, the way we see it 

Legislation refers to part B as a short-term Federal assistance 
program so in title III to call it long-term, we don't understand 
that. 

We have in addition prepared a point system that follows the 
intent of Congress, in our opinion. We believe the system needs to 
be reviewed b> the subcommittee to determine if it cioes meet the 
congressional intent concerning weight factors. We would recom- 
mend that the subcommittee ask title III staff why the system that 
we have prepared, and I will submit in the testimony toda>, could 
not be followed to help that one particular part of the discussion 
today. 

Also, we think our s>stem would not require any legislative 
amendments. This is a regulation problem in our opinion. 

ERJC » - • 
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We hiue a few thingb and I am not going rehash the testimo- 
n^_there are bume prublenib that we thiak need to be addressed. 
Regarding the question of the eligibility criteria for part A and B, 
each part .A and B, has three specific x:riteria as mandated by the 
legislation. I am not here to question the legislative mandate; 
rather, I am here to question the Department of Education's inter- 
pretation of that mandate, 

I would hope that this subcommittee will require the title III 
staff to respond, both verbally and in writing, to every one of these 
concerns. Each point is critical to the future of this program as it 
relates to 2-y6ar colleges. 

I will wind down. We have a listing of some key areas which you 
need ^o look at and you need to get the answers to. I would submit 
the rest of this as written testin\ony to be considered by the sub- 
committee. 

Mr. Blakey. It will appear in the record in full. 
[Material submitted by William Stewart follows:] 
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PkU'AKU) STAthMhM Ok WiUJAM F SlbWAUT* pHtblDfcM. KiRKWOUD COMMUNITY 

C<)IXK(;k, Cedar Rai".ds» Iowa 
Thank you^ Mr. Chairman^ and members of the Subcommittee. 



1 am here today os a community college Presld^t. to express my 
specific concerns with the Proposed regulations for the Title 111 
progrom. as they appeared In the Federal Register on July 20. 1981. 
As Chairmen of the Board of Directors of the ACCT^on Consorjtlum. 1 
also speak for the 200 two-V€ar colleges that the Consortium has 
helped during ^the lost slx^ears. 



Let me start by saying that my staffs at KIrkwood and ACCTIon Jiave^ 
researched every document available concerhtng the legislative 
history of the Title HI Progrom. They have read and .reread many 
times the hearing transcripts, committee reports. Congressional 
records, ond conference conmlttee reports, to try to understand 
the Congressional Intent of Title 111. We have compared this history 
very closely to the proposed regulations and have found many 
inconsistencies.. These Inconsistencies were brought to the attention 
of the Tltle^ III Office and the Congress In my letter dated September 
1st. 1981. I ask that this letter and attacnments be mad^> a Part of 
the record of this hearing. This material expresses our concern 
about the following: 

The eligibility criteria problem. 

The proDlem with referring to Part B as long-term. 

MnsMtutional long-range planning requirements. 

The unfairness In 'using 1978-79 as the base year. 

The seeming Prejudice against consortia. 

The over-emPhasIs on self-sufficiency. 



I would hope that this Subccximlttee w!!! require the Title III 
staff to respond, both verbally and In writing, to every one of 
these concerns. Each point Is critical to the future of this 
program as It relates to two-year colleges, 

Today. I wish to address Just oqe of these concems-the question 
of the eligibility criteria fop.Part A and B, 

Each Part— A and B— has three specific criteria as mondated by the 
legislation. I om not here to question the legislative mandate; 
rather. I cm here to question the Department of Education's Interpre- 
tation of that iDondate, 

Trying to understand what the Department Is proposing has been very 
frustrating, The data presented In the Federal Register have been 
Insufficient to allow any college In America to cleqrily determine 
If It is eligible. The Department ftas had almost two yeors'to 
develop these regulations, yet the Information supplied Is skeletal 
at best. KIrkwood and ACCTIon have .continual ly ce^w^ested specific 
figures from the fctle III Office concerning jyerage Pell grants and 
average E and G expenditures Per FTE for two-ye.ar colleges. The 
response Is always the same—they are not ready to release that 
Information at this time, 

It should come as no surprise to anyone that without this Informotlon 
It Is impossible to determine with accuracy the total ImPact these 
Proposed regulations will have on two-year colleges. However, we 
"have been able to sample one group of over 100 presently eligible 
two-year colleges from forty states. The 35X factor on Pell 
enrollments under Part A. Title III. will prohibit 95X of those 

« 
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colleges from cornpetlng, Remember, all of these colleges have been 
eligible for Title Til In the Past. In addition/ the Proposed 
regulations will eliminate every two-year college In Iowa, and 
probobly in numerous other states. 

The "substantial percentage" factor has raised nxiny questions, 
Historically/ twa-year Public colleges usually nave a lower Percentage 
of students on financial aid. That percentage Is even lower If no, 
dormitories exist— not ^because Institutions aren't as ne^y^ but 
because student costs are substantially lower. "Sub^Stontlal" for 
four-year colleges l:^ not "substantial" for two-year colleges. A 
"substantial Percentage" far two-year public colleges may not be a 
"substantial Percentage" for two-year private colljsges/ and a 
"substantial percentoge" for high tuition/ room und board/ Institutions 
certainly is not a "substantial Percentage" for low tuition/ committer 
colleges. 

Even more questionable/ Is, the position taken by the TltleMII staff 
that a specific percentage must be established and that every college , 
must exceed this Percpotage/ or they will not qualify. For example/ 
If 35Z Is established as the minimum requirement for simply being 
ehglble to submit an application/ every Institution with 3^M or 
lower/ would not qualify under any circumstances. All other Criteria 
would be Ignored. 

** 

The Department has tqken the same position on the other factors: (2) 
available Pell grant GwardS/ and (5') average E & G expenditures per 
PTE. (Legl^otlon does allow a waiver for not b^ing below the average 
E and 6 expenditures per FTE.) Nowhere In the legislation does 
Congress lead anyone to believe that the Intent was to requlrfe colleges 
to exceed a specific figure for each factor, 
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Tne legislation oq ellglDlllty reads as follows: 

Factor 1 - "...hos an enrollment which Includes a substantial 
percentoge of students receiving awords..." 

Foctor*2 - "...the averoge amount of >ihlch Is high in 
comparison..." 

* 

Vactor 3 - "..»the averoge-E* and 6 expenditures which are 
low in conipdrlson..." 

This legislative language^ coinblned with the legislative mandate 
that the substonciol percentage factor ond average Pell grant award 
should ije given twice tne weight as the averag^E and G per PTE under 
Part A/ end given the same weight under Pv^rt B> leods us to believe^ 
thot Congress envl-sloned a scaled Point system to determine 
el 1914)11 Ity— a point system very similar to what hos been used In 
the. past. 

These concerns hove been presented to the Title III staffs both 
verbally ond in writing. The basic response Is olways the some. 
The staff has said thot Congress dl*J not realize the Impact of whot ^ 
they were doing when they Included the weight factors; and even If 
they did know/ It can't bf done anyway. 

We disagree. It con be done and with very little e'^fort. To show 
how the system could work, we have drafte^J an alternotlve opproach 
to ellglt)lllty for Part A ond The nm)ber of points needed to be 
eligible would depend on the natlx)nal averoges on g given <?rouP. 

For exomPle> assume under Part A that the national averages for 
two-year Public comntujjlty. col leges without dorms> were as followsf 
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Factor 1 20X Receives 20 Points 

Factor 2 $ 510,00 Receives 50 Points 

Factor "5 $2,000.00 Receives 50 points 

Total 120 Points. 

fo be obove nationtfl averages in comparison to other similar colleges/ 
In our example/ a college must have at least 120 Points. It does not 
motter If a college receives 20 points on Factor h and 50 Points 
each on Factors 2 and 3. The college would have 120 total Points 
and would/ therefore^ be eligible. Keep in mind that the college 
would only become eligible :o compete/ that iS/ to submit an applica- 
tion. This is simply an example of one approach, The Points would 
be adjusted up or down/ depending on the institutional group in 
question. 

In addition/ we c not believe two-year public colleges with dorjns 
should be compared to two-year public colleges without dorms/ when 
averaging Pell awards. Students attg^ding two-year community colleges 
without dorrns/ cannot exceed the $1/000 Pell allowance for room and 
board. Students attending two-year colleges with dorms/ can Include 
the total cost charced by the college for room ond board. This 
tuition/ room and board Pell grant Is always greater than the $1/000 
limit for community colleges, Jhe result Is. to create a situation 
where the overwhelming majority of cooinunity colleges are disqualified 
.before they start— regardless of their devjeloPing status. 

The tittached documents discuss In greater detail each eligibility 
factor for Part A and B. We also offer a complete rewrite of the 
eligibility regulations for each part. We believe our proposals 
follow the Constitutional intent of the Title III legislation more 
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Closely. In some coses we hove not been able to complete charts 
because we did not hove access to the national averages that the 
Title III Office will be proposing. We would be inost haPpy to 
conplete these charts as soon as these figures are released. 

In closing^ I want to offer Klrkwood's and ACQlon's assistance to 
the Subconmlttee staff and Title*' III staff In the continual development 
of these regulations. The Title III program has done much to help 
,two-year colleges during the past two years. We are all looking 
forward to continued assistance in the coming years. We are Pleased 
that Congress has chosen not only to ecrmark money for two-year 
colleges^ but to oPen up the entire Program to our Institutions as 
well. The Job at hand Is to help the Department develop regulations 
to achieve your goal. 
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Tort A - Sticmilhcnimj Institutions Program 

^^oBtcd Pcwrxte for. Sec. 62S,.A-P<--^^9"'^'-^^Q"-. of_El igjbilltil 

U) The Secretary dosignales an institution of higher education 
or a branch cLpus as eligible to be considered for a grant under 
the Str'Miglhening Program If*-- 

(1) It satisfies the basic institutional elioibility 
requirements in 34 TFR 624.2; ^ 

(2) (i) It has an enrollment which includes a uubstantial 

^ ^ percentage of students receiving Pell Grants xn the 
base year. The Secretary assigns points the • 
institution on a scale of 0-100 points ^n the basis 
of the number of Pell Grant recipients divided by the 
. nunber of students eligible to apply for Pell Gr^^nts 
and who were enrolled on at least a half time basis. 
The points awarded are based on the institutions 
percent le ranking when compared to all other similar 
institutions. 

(11) The average Pell Grant received by its students in the 
base year was high in comparision with the average 
* Pell Grant received by students at comparable ^?sti- 

lutions in that year. The Secretary assigns points to 
the tnltlSution on a scale of 0-100 points. The points 
awarded are based on the institutions percentile 
ra^Ung w^en compared to all other similar institutions. 

fl> It has an average educational atid general (EtG) ex- 

iLfituro per full-time equivalent (FTE) undergraduate 
student in the base year that was low when compared 
to the average at institutions that offer similar 
instruction. The Secretary assigns 0-100 points to 
the institution reflecting the institution's position 
on the percentile scale when compared to the same 
averages of all other institutions that offer similar 
instruction. 

(b) In determining institutional eMgibility. the S??^^^"^ J^^^* 
tic factors described in paragraphs ««> j^) d and (ii) of this 
s#»ction twi^e the weight of the factor described in paragraph 
(aM3> of this section. The following chart illustrates how, the 
Secretary assigns points for the above factors;: 



Percentile 
RanX 



99. 

99 
98 



(a){2)(i) 



(a)(2)(ii) 



100 
98 
96 



100 
98 
96 



(a)(3) 



98 

99 
100 



fc) In order to be designated an oligibile institution an 
applicant must score a combined total of points (all three factors) 
according to the institutions classification as listed below: 

2-year public without dorms 
2-year public with dorms 
2-year private 
4-year public 
4-year private 

TO assist institutions in determining eligibility the Secretary 
included the followiog three tabjtes: 
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Part A - Strengthening Institutions 
Points for Sub stant ial Per centag e of PoH R^^cipicnts 
Based on 79-80 Data 



>ints 


Percentages 


Points 


Percentages 


0 


0 


50 


50 




X 


51 


5i 


2 


2 


52 


52 


3 


3 


53 


53 


4 


4 


54 


54 


5 


5 


55 


55 


6 


6 


56 


56 


7 


7 


57 


57 


3 


8 


58 


^ 58 


9 


9 


59 


59 


10 


10 


60 


60 


11 


11 


61 


61 


1 "> 


12 


62 


62 


X J • 


13 


63 


63 




14 


64 


64 


1 c 


15 


65 


65 


Xb 


16 


66 


66 


X / 


17 


67 


67 


1 O 

io 


IS 


68 


68 


1 Q 


1 Q • 
i V 


69 


69 




20 


70 


70 




21 


71 


71 


22 




72 


72 


^ J 




73 


73 


1 >i 

£.H 


24 


74 


74 


1 C 




75 


75 




26 


76 


76 


^ / 


27 


77 


77 


?8 


2fi 

£0 


78 


78 


o a 




79 


79 


JU 


30 


80 


80 


JX 


31 


81 


81 




39 


82 


82 


1 1 
J j> 


33 


83 


83 




34 


84 


84 


35 




85 


85 


Jb 




86 


86 


37 


37 


87 


87 


38 


38 


88 


88 


39 


39 


89 


89 


40 


40 


9.0 


90 


41 


41 


91 


91 


42 


42 


92 


92 


43 


43 


93 


93 


44 


44 


94 


94 


45 


45 


95 


95 


46 


46 


96 


96 


47 


47 


97 


97 


48 


48 


98 


98 


49 


49 


99 


99 




100 


100 



4 



Note: The substantial percentage figure for each classification, 
of institution .will have to be determined. 
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Part A - Strengthening Institutions 

Points f or Average P ell Grant Awards 
Based on 79-80 Data 



Points 



50 



97 
98 
99 
100 



2»ycar publ i c ^oUo^es^ 
Without dorms With d orrns 



2-vear private col ley«*s 



Note- The national averages for each classification of institution 
will have to be determined. The national averages should be 
given 50 points. 
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r-u t A - r>lKenjthening Institutions 
t This chart is uot based on ;9-80 d.it.i---it is used for illustrative 
i.^un>o&os only. 



r*iftt i^,r>f^ yc,. ".* j,7 i ,iti.. j!iJLvX^*i.*J!li 



>2|P)&» 
l3t5V-7l62t 

65i7-757t 
f>7?-ei4i 
i«5-«271 
>726 i9>«» 
5^?6'5725 

i.?i7 

IW'»7^ 
tt«>.<.706 

1^97 

47;£.*32'» 



$3J9>> 
i>7«4 

13«2=?»7».5 
W17«'-13?tl 
Iie2«'12l73 

10271 -11?23 
101J7-10«0 

9;:o lojyt 

t'.37 P^7 
ilj? £fc3i 

eo«-£.055 
T^'j'CMl 

7f<^ 7?>3 
75'.6-7'i« 
?«.|7-7i45 
?31t-7»l6 
7«0-?3l7 

7C37-721> 
70^ lets 
<9t3-?CAJ 

i7ii 6531 
t?V>-f755 

667i-d?>7 
6J£i»-t67<» 

€i«6-«i53 
fr^J 
033-f^78 
63^-6^2 

^07^-6753 
fCi7-«093 
t&32-6c6^ 

iy-?-fo3i 

5731 

5733-57CO 
5575-5732 
5573-557'» 
5JJ3«72 

itJO-5522 
5377-^7? 
5)27 -537f 
5?26-532i 



$^?3y>* 
271^-2j;t3 
22^91-2;i3> 

1S{25'21»37 

1SI19 19371 
|€32l-151l8 

1'<735-17W« 

lt.2^ic'^3 

l*l93>l'«253 
l''?37-ltir 

13>5*-1U>73 
I3n<-I3>^j 

irSjO'13115 
1754*-1J££J 
l2*'to-lJ563 
j20?*-K-3> 
1I755«12(>?7. 

ll677-n?W 
11545 11 67( 
HV5*-ll5£A 
n>05-llt«53 
113C*"lI30i 
11297-n30) 
1127: 117^ 
1&351-11270 
lWOl-10350 
4e051-10200 

icopS- 10050 
e9i3'i«>J7 

Ci7t»*C57» 

f2«.l -ti-TS 
fC^-f2''0 
f«)7'fO» 

7«l-7f93 
7)7?-7f50 
^7-7375 

i3i2-f-*03 
i2!*7-f3*l 



1 



?252-2277 
22;9-2251 

r«o-?23f 

7213-2719 
21^0-2312 

21««2-21J9 
2l32-2l«il 

7105 2131 

^C?5-21CJ« 

2c.'2-:c5'«» 



2212-2229 

2197-2211 
2IM-21?5 
2l72-2iri 
21(1'2171 



e£5-J»'l 

7«'3«?7f 

fOV.<fc3 
o-£o3 



J^cf5-5ifo 
tc5l-5C* 

c<75-»»5 
l/27-«^2* 

Uj3-««72f 
fcy.7-l^t 

«<3fi ^39 
'.y>^-«'3?7 
'•301 -W 
i.27V-i<300 
'.2'^-'»2J3 
tlf3-t23J 

tJ53-*l'2 
t.lloll52 
tO06'«<lJJ 
3?V5-^3 
3J5p5J7* 

372J-3J.^ 
37C^J925 

ym^i 

37?9-3?9f 
3756-577? 

3730-3V55 
3^*0-372t 
3f 52-3^7? 
3553-3^51 
355S-35?* 
3517-3557 
3«'?J0516 
3«'7P-3^7fi 

31^-35*5 
3353-3^7 
332J0352 
3312-332* 
3227-3311 
3152022i 

3073-3151 
3013-3077 
2J3fOM2 
2M1-2J35 
27f2-2f70 

27<'3-2/M 
J 70?- 2 712 
25'4.2707 
;5J*-25»-7 
23?l-2533 
0-2350 



/;22-/73) 

^C35-ni* 

y/;7-(o3j 

5a-5*?» 
y52-5'<> 

53=5-5?5l 

5212-530* 
5n>-5?M 
5030-511* 

5C2*-502> 

501^-5023 

«<7-/-50l7 

^50-'^93 
1.5' i-V^^ 
«'535 <'5J5 

U-11'»*5)* 

t/A?.Wj90 
(/i]if-CUi7 

«<))7-«'3>7 

127S'«*3)* 
*.73l-«<777 
UC!-fc2)0 
I(l({.li207 
«^2t-il85 
3y27.LC2B 
yi50J2i 
3r'5-3«'» 

37.'5-3*03 
3755-37» 
3.;*2075* 
3(A?-3{>1 
3<7lofM 
35!J\3*75 

3Ji<-35»* 
31^*0523 
y'550<^3 
32il-3^'55 
3105.37^ 

??iS-310* 
2J55'J>f7 
29lf-7J57 
2*75»2M5 
1377-217* 

0.l)7fi 



Note: "^ho national av( rat}es for each classification of institution 
.'ill have to be determined. The nationAl averages should be 
given SO points. 
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Part D - Special Moods Program , 

Suggested Rfcwrite for Sec. 626.2 Doilgnation of E ligibility 

(a) The Secretary designates an institution of higher education or a 
branch campus as eligible to be considered for a grant under th« 
Special Needs Program if- — 

(1) It latisfies the basxc institutional eligibility requirement* 
in 34 CFR 624.2; 

{2){i) It has an enrollment which include! a ^substantial percen- 
tage of students receiving Pell Grants, Supplemental 
Educational Opportunity Grants (SEOG) , National Direct 
Student Loam (NDSL) and 'College Work Study (CWS) in the 
base yea^t. ^The Secretary assigns points to the inititutlon 
on a scale of 0-50,^ints on the basis of the total number 
of need-based assistance. recipients divided by the nuwber 
of students eligible to apply-Xor these programs. 
The pointa awarded are based on Uie-^iostitutions 
percentile ranking when compared to all^other sim- 
ilar institutioni. J 

{ix) The average amount of assistance received by its itudenti ~ 
in the base year under the need-baied assistance programi 
{pell Grants, SEOGs, NDSLs and CWS) is high in comparison 
with the average amount of all need-based assistance 
provided to students at similar ina'citutions. The Secretary 
assigns points to the institution on a scale of 0-50 pointa. 
The points awarded are based on the institutions percentile 
ranking when compared to all other similar institutions. 



(3) It has an average educational and general (EtG) expenditure 
per full-time equivalent (FTE) undergraduate student in the 
*» base year that was low when compared to the average at 
institutions that otfer similar instruction. The Seer 
aasigns 0-100 points to the institution reflecting the 
institution's position on the percentile scale when coi<,t,a 
to the same averages of all other institutions that offer 
siinilar instruction. 



retary 

;e 

compared 

ame averages of all other institutions that 

siinilar 

(b> In determining institutional eligibility, the Secretary gives the 
factors described in paragraphs (a) (2) (i) and (a) (2) (ii) of this 
section the same weight as the factor described in paragraph (a) (3) 
of this section. The following chart illustrates how the Secretary 
assigns points, for the above factors: 



Percentile 


(a)(2) (i) 


. (a)(2)(ii) 


(a) (3) 


Rank 








99.5 


50 


50 


0 


99 


50 


. 50 


1 


98 


49 


49 


2 


















2 


1 ' 


1 


9B 


1 


0 


0 


99 


0 


0 


0 


100 



(c) In order to be designated an eligible institution an applicant 
must score a combined total of points (all three factors) accordinf 
to the institutions classification as listed belowt 

2-yeir public without dorms 
2-year public with_donns 
2-year private 
4-ycar public 
4-year private 

To assist institutions in determining eligibility th« SacSratary 
iftcludod the following three tablest 
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Part B - Special Needs Program 

5 • 

Points for Substantial Percentage of Title IV Recipients 
B^sed on 79-80 Data' 



Points 



Percentages 



Points 



Percentages 



0 


0 


25 


- '25 


1 


. 1 


26 


26 


2 * 


2 


27 
28' 


27 


3 


3 


28 


4 * * 


4 


29 


29 


5 


5 


3,0 


30 


6 


6 


31 


31 


' 7 


7 


32 


32 


8 


8 


33 


33 


9 


9 


34 


34 


10 


10 


35 


35 


11 


11 


36 


36 


12 


12 


37 


37 


13 


15- 


38 


38 


14 


14 


39 


35 


15 


15 


40 


40 


16 


16 


41 


41 


17 


17 


42 


42 


18 


18 


43 


43 


19 


19 


44 


™.4A 


20 


20 


45 


45 


21 


21 


46 


46 


22 


22 


47 


47 




23 


48 


48 


.24 \^ 


24 


49 


49 




50 


50 



Note; The substantial percentage figure for each classification 
of institution will have to be determined. 



ERIC 



112 



Part D - Special Needs Program 
Point^s for Av_e_rjt<^^^^ Title, IV Grant Awards 
Based on 79-80 Data 



Points 



26 



47 
48 

49^^ 
50 



2 -year pub lic CQl j^^a '^s 
Without dorms With dorms 



2- year private colleges 



NOTE; The national averages for each classification of institution 
will have to be determined* The national averages should be 
given 25 points. 
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Part n - Special Needs Program 
This chart IS not based on 79-80 ddta---it is used for inustrniive 
l>tu looses Only. 
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6301 Kukwood {«vd S.W, 
P O Box 2068 

J310)398 S4n 



September 1» 1981 



The Honorable Carl 0. Perkins 

Tne United Sutes House of Representatives c 

23.^8 ftaytjurn Mouse Office Building 

Washington O.C, 20515 

Dear Congress'^an Perkins; 

I writing in regard to the proposed rules and regulations for the Insti- 
tutional Aid Program, Title III of the Educational Amendments of }980. 

It has been our experience that irost proposed educatioo^^l rule^ beccre fina^ 
wuti few Changes. Therefore, it is important for the g^ppral pjt)lic to be 
at>tv to understand the exact effect that the proposed r(Hes will have. This 
IS fto^t possible in the case of the proposed Title III rules. In order to 
cwrr^nt mteUtgently , nost colleges in the United States trust have njore 
infor-ation than was issued in the Federal Register on Ouly 20. 1981 (beginning 
on page 374/0) . ^ 

Me feel that the proposed rules are unclear, incomplete and in some cases, 
•nisrepresentalivf of the intent of Congress. Cither these proposed rules 
were issued too soon, or theJUle III office is withholding information so 
that no one will conrent on them. 

It Shoald also b^ noted that the federal Register announcen^nt did not mention 
*ny public hearings. Previous V* "'evisions of this magnitude have always in- 
cJudtd at least Washington O.C. hearings. 

Ordinarily we would not contact you directly on this matter, but we have 
learned that the Title III office pUns to prepare all eligibility forms and 
application ^nforr^ation ba:,ed on che proposed rules. If these regulations 
rt'jJn )S wrUten. cost colleges^ that are funded in the next proposed cycle 
wOl ^ost likely te fan^Jed for a 3 to 7 year period. If this is the intent 
0* Congress, it u j-^torative that thes^ regulations recewe a full, public 
r<evU'»^ prior to thefr j-plervntation. 

Enclosed .pleas*- find various conrents on specific sections of the proposed 
rc^iilationv. UnU-ss they are <.hanged to snore accurately reflect Congressional 
inteni, thes« regulations win have a prohibiMve titpact on present developing 
InStU'jtioni . 
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The Title III Program hdt> been a ijodsend for man> postsecondar^ institution^ 
in this country. This is not the time to so drastically alter its direction. 

We look forward ^0 your assistance in this effort and sincerely appreciate 
your^ consistant support of quality education in the United States. 

Kindest personal regards, 



Or. Bill F. Stewart 
President \ 



cc - Mr. Dale Parnell, Executive, Director 

An^erican Association of Community and Junior Colleges 

-Mr. Bill Heardy, Executive Director 
Association of Cofranunity College Trustees 
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Conynent No. 1. 



Our interpretation of the Congressional intent to create two > 
separate programs is that they should serve two different needs. 
The House Bill tPart A) established two categories of "strengthening 
institutions grants",- a 1-3 year (renewable) and a 4-7 year 
(non-renewable). ^The Senate Bill {Part B) established a short-term, 
1-5 year program, to assist institutions with special needs. 

However, the proposed Part B regulations state that grants 
authorized for 1-S years shall be called "long-terra development 
grants". The defi;iition of long-tern development grants (the 
same as Part A) says they^are non-renewable. 

The result would be to prohibit institations from participating m ^ 
Part A if they ever receive a Part B grant other than for planning 
purposes. They would be prohibited from ever receiving another 
Part B grant as well, and would, in effect, be removed from the 
procirara. This was not the intent of Congress (see attachment A) . 
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Attachment A 



Educ. Aroendments of ' 80 (PL96-374) 
Part B " Duration o£ grant - Sec«323 



Proposed Rules and Regulations 



The Secretary may make a grant to any 
institution with special needs under 
this part for a period of not more 
than five years. A grant to enhance 
planning capabilities of an institution 
.shall not exceed one ^year. 



UnJf f Jh** S^nl Nccdi Prutum lh*e 
Secn.1 My. tuhjKt In lh« pfuvision of M 

(•|l^4nnint fr^'^t* for • period ofont 
ye«r. «nd 

{h){\) Lonf^lcrm (ievc!opm<n( fftnU 
for 4 prtio^ of one !o Hvc yttxt, or 

(2) Lont'ierm development |«nti for 
« prriodofone to four ycaf*. in the case 
o( an Initilution thai hti pravfouily 
recai\cd a plannlnt ftnt under ihia 
DrOffram. , 



Part B - Program Purpose - Sec. 321 



(a) The purpose of this *part is to 
provide for a program of short-term 
Federal assistance to strengthen the 
planning, management, and fiscal 
capabilities of institutions wi.th 
special needs. 



Iii4i oc^iw 

*^hort<lerm franl" aeana a narr«w< 
yujpoie. renewable developnent ptaX 
deai}ned to help an Irititutton or yo^p 
of {nittlutioni mov* <ovirard mU' * 
•ufndency. 

"Ixr^ term tMnt" means a Lro«d< 
purpoft*. non renewable dexriopmartt 
trani dt ci<ntd t« enable tn initilution 
oriToup InitiluUoAiioaehiave i«U< 
lumdency by the tnd |K« ff aal 
period. 

*Kenewab!e tttM" meina a ikort* 
termfnt f;^ nhich anlnitltuUoftmay 
raapply. 



IIM20 Um<taiiM ofi •yrKJt'v $ 

An inXilutionth.ll hat r^cencd a 
ton| term dcvHopfttent V^nt ni^y not 
apply fur Another gf^int under thf i p.i>r 
eilh<.rIn{}iMdu4lly or ai part of a 
cooprr.ttivc •■rr.irgemrnt 
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Attachment B 



Suggested Rewrite for Sec. 626«10 Types of grants under the 
^ ^ special needs program . 

Under the Special Needs Program the Secretary, subject to 
the provision of 34 CFR 624.35, awards 

(a) ^Planning grants for a period of one year; and 

(b) (1) Short-term development grants for a period of one 

to five years; or 

(2) Short-term development grants for a period of one 
to four years, in the case of an institution that 
has previously received a planning grant under 
this program. 



Suggested Rewrite for Sec, 626.20 Limitation on applications 

An institution that has received a short-term development 
grant may reapply for another grant under this part, either 
individually or as part of a cooperative arrangement. 
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Comment No. 2. 



The Staefry award* two pfincfpal« 
typtt of tftxH undM \ht in»tilutional 
Aid Pro|r%mi: 

(a) Planning frarKt. dcraiUd In 

Dtvtlopmentgranla. ti dc«cnb«d 



The legislation under Part A and Part B states "the Secretary may 
award grants... in order to assist such an institution to plan, 
develop, or implement activities..." Why aren't there three types 
of grants: planning grants, development grants and implementation 
gtants? 



It sounds like the Department of Education is saying that there is 
no money for implementation, only money for planning and development. 
Does the Department of Education consider implementation to be part 
of devolopment? If so, the regulations should state it that way. 
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Comment no. 3. 



1*24 73 App»C»tK)t\titfiM\\%Mn4t 

(«) Tn ripply for • sritnt unJcr Ih* 
Strvi»i{ihrnlng Proir.im or Ihc S^'< l.il 
Net J« Pft^ijriim. the p«rltc{ptttliig 
jnsiiiuliuns in • coopci^Kve 
• rranK<'n«:nt ihoU sobmil • slnilc. 
colleciive tpplfciiiion that Includes— 

(t| Th« Infoimnlion required In 34 CFR 
024 2i: «nJ 

(2) The namei of ihi Iniiitullonl 
p«rt:cipailn| In lh« coopertilvt 
trrtngernent. 

{b]{l\D^Yehpm9ntsront:Tht 
•ppIic#Uon for • developmeni 
under a coopeiaitvt arrang ement ihall^ 

(n Explain the relationship of the 
activities for which fundinf is requested- 
to— 

(A) The loRf range plan of each 
parlictp^illnf institution: and 

[B) Tha activities each particip^tinf 
institution carried out or is carrying out 
under a short-term diveloptrcnt trant. If 
any^ awarded previously under tht 
Slxentlhenlnf Prog ranu 

(ii) Explain tht rationale for each 
participating Inttitution't decision to 
request funds to carry out activities io 
achieve self'Sufftclancy as part of a 
cooperatlva arrangement rather than 
lodlvldually: and 

(111) Identify the activities included in 
any other application the cooperatlva 
arrangement or any participating 
Institution is submitting for funding in 
the sa.Tfle fiscal year under the 
InstituU'onal Aid Progrsms. 

(2) An application may Dot Include 
any activity that duplicates. In wholi or 
part an activity that was funded 
pteviously under the Institutional Aid 
Protrams. 

(c) Planning trant. The application for 
a planning grant under a cooperatlva 
arrangemenCshall explain tha rationale 
for each participating institution's 
decision to request fundi to develop, aa 
appropriate, its application or Its hkng- 
range plan as pat*, of a cooperatlva 
arrangament rather than Individually. 



(b) (2) Wo agree with the restriction in B (2), but feel it should 
also apply to all Title III grants, not just to cooperative arrange 
ment grants. 
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Conunent No. 4. 



(•1 In constderint applic^ations from 
inslituttons ih$l propose to ctrry out 
piojecj* under a coop*r«Jivt 
•rran^emenl, the Secretiry jlvct 
pdoriiy to thoje appncatlons that iht 
SccreUry determines i;e— 

(1) CcD};riiph;ciiIIy sound; and 

(2) Fconomlcalty sound. 

(blThe Secretary determines iNat a 
cooperative arraniement U — 

(1^ Geographically sound b•^ed on tht 
p;o«fmlly of the participatini 
instf uUons: and 

(4 Economically aound If participatjrif ♦ 
fnstHiilfona demonstrate that— 

(i) There Is no duplication of e/Toft 
amonf particfpatinf Institutions: and 

(li) Each activity proposed In the 
application will ba carried out more 
efficiently and effectively at less cost 
than would be possible If each 
pttrticipatbg institution were awarded a 
(rant Individually. 

(cl The Secretary considers each 
particlpaltnt institution In « cooparativt 
arraagcment to be a separate |rantee for 
f\upot9t of this part 



Question s: ^ 

Section 624.34 {a) states "the Secretary gives priority" and the 
legislation states "the Secretary shall give priority." What 
exactly does this mean? Will the Secretary give priority to cooper- 
ative arrangements over all other applications? sO/ will more 
points be given during evaluations? This needs to be clarified. 

Section 624^34 (c) considers an institution participating in a 
cooperative arrangement to be a separate grantee. By doing thiS/ 
the Department of Education is discouraging all institutions from 
participating m such arrangements. The way the regulations have ^ 
been proposed/ institutions will not be able to receive their own 
grant, if they participate m a cooperative arrangement. Why was 
the Conigressional intent not followed? The legislation says "The 
Secretary may make grants to encourage cooperative arrangements..." 
There is nothing m the proposed regulations to encourage anyone 
to participate m cooperative arrangements. Everything in the 
regulations discourages participation. » — 
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Coroncnt No. 5. (t)T>HfS«-intiry J*"»trt.»ici-ii 

, taiiituhon of * c%\\iiA\ii\n Of a 

branch Cafi»pu't ►»» r li$<Wc lo be 
cnnijcreJ for j jf^nt un.lcr th« 
• S^ftn^{^^cn»n^( Pro^rjiRt »f— 

siU It »ati>ni"» the b4itc tnitUuHon^l 
tlifiUlily requtrrmt-nli ?n 34 CVK ti\ 25 

{2M0 Al Ic ut 3S pct«ul of 111 
wiulcryrttduite studrntt who were 
•nrgncj •* trail h^lf tune itutlt^its 
intj wefe ellytMe to tpply foe fill 
^\^An^% in tW iMie )«'jr riC«ri\rtJ rtll 
Cr^nit m iImI )r<4r. tind 

(ii) T1»c jH-tfn-iMfy t!riirm(nr( tbt 
* ti\i III}:*.* IV 11 Grnnt rvrcived h>( \\% 

siuJcnu In the b^ie ^t4t wnt yienter 
th»n Ihc 4\er.tsc Ml Grant rm-Ked by 
.(tudt nit »\ ct>mp4tr.ible initiluiion^ (n 
thai )C«r.itnd 

(3)7)ieSccrcl.try deicmUnci ih«i th« 
^\tt»ffi educttronAl uiid i^m:r>il (FaG) • 
«f\pcnd>iuie per full it'titc equhnk'nl 
«/IE) undcrxrjdujic student in tiiclMtc 
)e«r v*Nt lc»t ih*n lhe«ver«£ tKG 
rxprndiiure per FfE undeigradiuie 
tludvnt «1 in^titullons Ihtl offer s(miUr 
Instrvctlon. 

(b) In di'tcrminlnj initiluKontI 
rl||tbihty. ihe Sccrtl^ry givet ihe 
fttiort deiaibed In p^r^gtspht (I) 
■nd (tl) of (hit KClion donbW tke vr«l|ht 
l>i« Sccrettfy |pve» iS« UcVx ^tcribW 
(ft H»r»ph of lhS« McKon. 

Comment A 

Was it the Intent of Congress that an institution must have (1) more 
than a specific percentage of Pell grant enrollment, and (2) be above 
the national average on Pelf grants and (3) be below the national 
average of ESG per- PTE to qualify for Part A? 

The legislation refers to "substantial percentage", but does not say 
it must be a fixed percent. We suggest the development of a points 
scale so that the higher its percentage, the more points an institu- 
tion will receive. One possible approach is attached. (Attachment C.) 

The law states that the average Pell gran^ must be "higher when 
compared with" such grants in similar institutions. We suggest the 
development of a points scale so that the higher the percentage, the 
more points an institution will receive. (Again, see Attachment C.) 

Comment B 

One extremely important p oi nt is that two-year public comr unity colleges 
cannot be compared as a total group, because studeiits a t coUeges with 
dorms have a much higher Pell grant award than stu dents at colleges 
witn no dorms . ^ 

Comment C 

We have been tcld by Title III staff informally, that the office plans 
to ignore the double weight factors because it says it is impossible- 
to come up with the scales. We disagree—they can be developed. This 
section of the legislation should not be ignored. 
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Attachment C 

Suggested Rewrite for Sec> 625.2 Designation of eligibility 



(a) The Secretary designates an institution of higher education 
or a brajich campus as eligible to be considered for a, grant 
under the Strengthening Program if 

(1) It satisfies the basic institutional eligibility 
requirements in 34 CFR 624.2; 

(2) (i) It has an enrollment which includes * 

a substantial percentage of students receiving 
Pell Grantg in the base year. The Secretary 
assigns points to the institution on a scale of 
0-100 points on the basis of the number of Pell 
Grant recipents per FTE un lergraduate student. 
The points awarded are bastid on* the institutions 
percentile ranking when co:npared to all other 
similar institutions. 

* *^".{ii)The average Pell Grant received by its students ^ 
in the base year was high in comparison with the. 
average Pell Grant received by students at 
comparable institutions in that year. The Secretary 
assigns points to the institution on a scale 6f 
0-100 points. The points awarded are based on the 
institutions percentile ranking when compared to 
all other similar instutions. 

(3) It has an average educational and general (E&G) 
expenditure per full-time equivalent (FTE) undergraduate 
student in the base year that was low when compared to 

the average at institutions that offer similar instruction. 
The Secretary assigns 0-100 points to the institution 
reflecting the instutition *s position on the percentile 
scale when compared to the same averages of all other 
institutions that offer similar instruction. 

(b) In determining institutional eligibility, the Secretary 
gives the factors described in paragraphs (a) (2) (i) and (ii) 
of this section double the weight of the factor described in 
paragraph (a) (3) of this section. The following chart illu«tr«t«« 
how the Secretary assigns points for the above factors: 



Percentile (a)(3) (a) (2) (i) (a) (2) (ii) 

Rank ^ 



99.5 0 100 100 

99 1 98 98 

98 2 96 95 



2 98 4 4 

1 99 ' 2 2 

0 100 0 # 



(c) A total of 150 points— the combined tdbal of aU thM tm^K^^f 
means the in/ititution meets the eligibility r*quirMMnt« M MM 

strengthening progr2Lin. 
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CoToment No. 6. 



(a) U>lnf (he ^rvce^uni In U CFH 

tCiJyK the ScutlMry evalutlM 
w|»l>!iuitionf for>- 

{}) rl«nnf»| f nntt on the hath of Ih^ 
ulUfiM lnMCFKI24 )t:,md 

(2) Dcvf !»^'(ncnt grmti on 'he b«tit of 
ihc uUntl^ in M CFR 124^2 uno ft34 )). 

(b) In ihc c^M of •ppIIctUont for 
devrlupmuntgrtnti. iht S«aeUry $i\t$ 
•pcci«) concttkratlon U tppKunU thai 
propo»« to cjtrry ovi th« activMiM 
dcKTrilwd in 34 CFR U4J3(b}. 



(a) Tht Secretary awanb franta un<W 
the Inititutional Aid Profrtnt to aaabt 
t1i|ibla Initltutfont to plan, develop, or 
Implement ecUvitlH that the Secrettiy 
determinea are hkaly to enable the 
(nitltulion to beoHne MU'euffident 

(b) The followSnf typee of 
development actfvitlH are allow abW: 

(1) Development of faculty. ' 

(2) Manafcment of funde and 
admlniatratlve tnanaferoent 

(3j DeveU p iwent and iin|K«v«manl 
academic mgrtmt. 

(4) Ac(|uIi{t(on of cqulfRMrUt for utc in 
atrenithcnlnf manafcment •( funda nnd 
bi alrengthenlnf academic prvgriimt. 

(5) Joint uac of facUitiea tuch aa 
Ubrurfes and lab«r«tor{aa. 

(<J Student Mrvloaa. 



Questions! 

Sec. 625. 30 (bj says "the Secretary gives special consideration"^ 
and the legxstation says •'Special consideration shall be given. 

What does special consideration mean? Does it mean inore points 
for applications addressing any of the 6-actxvities listed in 
Sec '624.13? If so, this should be mentioned in the sections 
dealing with evaluation criteria for proposals. If not, what 
special consideration will be given and how will it be 
administered? 
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Comment No. 7. 



If xirnucnt hi(h (juclily 
4pp!i<>il>on» <(re rcc«ived. ihe Secretary 
m.i\v% avjHnble. fwr any ntA^I yr«f. iht 
foltuwinf: ' 

(]) For iiw»mI» to JonUif 6f commjinily 
rv^U ^s. not |c»» thrtn 24 percent of ihf 
fiin<l& iippruprMleU timler lhl» pro^r<4m 

(22 Fur avi/'inl* for lont lerm 
devclopinent i^ronty. not less ih.in 25 
pvrii nl of Ihe funds tipjiropriitrd under 
lh)s imtiitum. 

(h) Fm h yi'dr lUe Sfcrrl.iry .innni/iicet 
lfiiu»i,h .( iiorxe m ihc Fi drral 
RcjUlcr - 

(1) TIir umuunt of fuitds thwl will be 
UBtd lu fund lony-tcrm dcvclupjncnt 
yf ^lits untlcr ihia pro^um: iind 

(2) Tht mAXimatn umouni of fundi 
thul the SttcttUty may HWtrd to a 
xranU t that y*r for each type of £ranl 
•vjiiLble under lh{a profnin. 
(WUSClOMc) 



(a) If lufficient hisb-quntity 
appliCMiions are rcrmed the Sci rctary 
m^^Vcs available, for nny fiscal ycir, the 
followinf- 

(1) For awHrds to funior or communily 
coIIo|rs with speri.il nerds, not less* 
than 30 percent of ihc funds 
'^'proprMli^d under this prn^ram 

(2) For an^rds 1o m^tituti«ins With 
S{irt ml ttrvdh thai h^vc historic .itly 
served substantial nunilicrs of bUck 
students, not Ic^s than SO pcfM'nl of the 
amount received by those instilutiiins 
under theStrcnfthen!n(Developin| 
Inttitu lions JVogram (SDIP) for fiscal 
year 1079. Tbti amount Is approximately 
$27,000,000 dollart. 

(b) The Secretary considert 
{nstitutioni that have hiitoHcally served 
subatantiat numbers of blacV students lo 
be those Identified by thf Natfonal 
Center for Education Statistics in its 
publication entitled Traditionally BIdck 
Inslitutiuns; A Profile and an 
Instilutionat Directory. 

(c) Eai h ) c«<r the Secrctxry Hitnounces 
throufh a notice in the Federal Rei^filer 
the miiximum amount of funds that the^ 
Secretary may mvard to a yMntce that^ 
yr^r for each type of griinl mv nhible 
under this profram. 

(ZOUSClOMc) 



Questions ; ' 

The Recjulations say "If sufficient high-quality applications are 
received". The legislation says "the Secretary shall make available" - 
The Department of Education does not have the powe*. to change "shall" 
to "if". 

The Department of Education should tell everyone at the outset, what 
the maximum level of funding will be for each type of grant. This 
«? information shpuld have been made known before proposed regulation's 
were published. 
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0«»5t^l>«fl ♦»t**ty. 
(•I 11^ S«rr«l;iry dri(| (atpS jn 

cnililutiun of hlghrr e<1tK^lH>ii wr a 
br<«nt.h CAiiipui «• cIiKiMe In b« 
Cfknittlrrnl fut 9 r«m un,?vr the $V'tf\ 
Nc«iU PiUftitni if 

(lKi| It stliifici ihff b«it€ {nililtlional 
et*]e>Nilily require nitn I* {n M Cl-R ft24 2. 
•ml 

(n) In (he c*tf oJ a branch campus. 11 
IS lof^tfd (n a community diffrteni from 
Ihtft m which III parent initiluhon Is 
located. 

UKO Al lean 35 percent ofili 
undertraduatt itudenU who were 
rnfollrd as <l half (>mc Students 
and wet4 titiible to apply for Pell 
Cran!s 4 Ui« bait year rtcelvrd Pell 
Grants in lh» I year. 

(ii) Al leaal 95 P«rc«nl ofita 
underiraduale atudenta who were 
cnroHed <• al Uaal haU'dzrt atudenta 
»fld were' eligible to apply for itudenl 
rin«n€i«| aiilalan€« under one Ctf mote 
of (he Campus Baaed pto%t%mU 
(Supplemental Educational opp^Muniiy 
Cr.2nls Profran. National Direct Student 
U-n Pro«ram. and Collet e Work Study 
Ptyjram) I* the bas« year recel^d - 
^tkiilence under the Campus Based 
prugfdiri m that yean and 



(ill) Thr Secretary Jetcrmtnck lhat 

(A) 1 he avctaic Pell Cr«M« rr<.t ivrd 
by its tiudents In the base year wjt 
|fiMN r th(in thr avcr^^c Pvll GrHnI 
rci rivc J tiy sludmlt <it coinp ir>il>'t 
insiituliuiis in thtl yrjr:«nd 

(l)| The ^(crj^e amount of /ituxtwiticr 
rrci ivcil by its students In thr b.f^c ycir 
undrr thr Ciniput 0.-isrd pr fyr.ifin w«is 
f it:at<,r Ih'in thvAvcrjce amount of 
a%si«(.ince received by atudcnti undrr 
Xhaw ptv^tjnti at conipnrjiitc 
inslitutiuns in that year: 

(3} The Secretary detcrminri th^l Ihr 
^u*r.iKi' education j| and |enrr.il [FJjli 
eipendiiure per full'time equivalent 
(Pr£) under|radu«(c student In (he bas* 
year was less than Iht avert|e £40 
expenditure per FTEunder|raduate * 
student at Institutions that offer simitar 
Inftructiom and 

H) li has an enrollment of at least 100 
PTE students durint the icademicyear 
Id which it applies for des{|nalioR. 

(b) In determining the elitibihty of an 
institution, the Secretary gives the 
factors described in para|raph (a)(2) of 
this section the same weight the 
Secretary gives the factor described in 
paragraph (a)(3) of this section 



V conunent 

The legislation for Part A and Part B ^oth say "substantial percentage 
M «ihiidftnts receivinq...- How can Part A be 35% and Part B /u*. 
?f fhPrrhL trbe a specific percentage, it should* be the same for 
^^th Parts? After all' it was' the intent of Congress to have Part B 
be available for more institutions than Part A. 

Title III staff should have published the total eligibility rcrjuiromrn* s, 
as thev will be sent to colleges, so that each institution will bo 
able to dotormne specific impact. The Department should not wait 
until after the comment period is over to inform everyone. 

All questions listed under Sec. 625.2 (Corwnent f5) also apply to this 
section. 
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Conunent No. 9. 



(i) P{4nAm$ $t»n\% m»y be utcJ only 
lo develop <i totif (dns^ fUn at 
described inM aK0:4 2! 

(b) Ocvelopatrnt |f4nrt nu/ be used 
only lo cjrry oul Ihr jctivtttri lilted lit 
MCfR •24 13(h) 



Comnicnt * 

Planning ^grants can be used for developing a lomj-range plan and/or 
developing an application under Part A, "Strengthening Institutions 
Programs". Such grants can only be used for developing a long-range 
plan under Part B«, "Special Needs Programs". The legislation for 
Part B does not say it cannot be used for development and application. 



Coment No. 10. 
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IIM.4* CofttthMlof. 

The .SccftUry p<j) • ihc rnlifc co«l of 
«iny grin! fof Ihc finfTv%o )rJif of 
^nUlHnce under lhi» program. After 
ihskl lh«SecrcUry ptys^ 

{d) NjMcly iH-rccnr of \h(- 1 usi in the 
ihinl yv^r, 

ih) Dghly jM'rtfnl of Ihc conI irvihe 
fourth >iMMitid 

(cj Severely pcrccnl of the to$| »n Ihtf 
fiflh yc^r. 
(»}II,SC 10*)) 



Commen t 

Can the institutional matching requirement for year 3, 4* ^nd 5 be 
inkmd contributions? If so, this section should so state. 

4 
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t^i 30, UK'S S<^ It ittty ru»!u.tiri 
a(i»t>)K'itout. uOlIn* UiMl til t)«c<nltrtft 

(b) In auttithnf: pnnH undir ihii p«ft 
the (II l.iry guts pri ft u nte lo 
•pplir^tituu ffominilitultffii lh4l tirt 
nrcrivms. t«r h<it c it cvtvi d. granli under 
the Sttt'n^tht nins IVof r«m or Spccltl 
Nrfd» Pio|rtm 
(JOUSClOM) 



What does the phrase, 
mean? 



"the Secretary gives preference to applications" 



If It means that the Secretary will award more points, will "bonus" 
points be given? If so) the number of points should be included in 
the evaluation criteria section of the Regulations. 
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Comment No. 12. 



Conunents and Concerns ab out t he Selt«Suf f icioncy Emphasis 

The legislation refers to self-sufficiency in Part A and Part D 
(see ^ttachnent D> . 

Part A implies that through the stren9thonin<3 procjram institutions 
should: 

-increase the^r self-sufficiency ami ' 
-strengthen their capacity to make a substantial contribution- 
Part D implies that -institutions' proposals should: 

Q 

-provide for institutional self-sufficiency and 
-provide for institutional growth. 

We quost'ion the extraordinary emphasis on self-sufficiency in the 
proposed Regulations (see Attachment E) . 



Out-'St "»ons; ^^^^ 

Why is "selt-sul f iciency" emphasized so much more than "strengthening 
their capacity" and "providmtj for institutional growth"? ^ 

Does Congress atjree with the dt^*^initi<7n of "self-sufficient" 
(Section 624.6)? How many institutions m the United States vail 
really not survive without funding under this pr<^gram? How will the 
Secretary know a self-sufficient; institution when he/she sees one? 
Will the term "seif-suf f'lciertt" become as vague as the term"developing 
institution" has over the last 15 years? 

The legislation says "to Increase their self-suf^f iciency" . The 
Regulations often menti^,n Nto become or to achieve self-sufficiency". 
Why do the Regulations demand total self-sufficiency when the 
legislation r^rfers to •'increased"? - ^ 

Is self-sufficiency supposed to relate to Fart D--Special Needs 
Program and to Part C — Challenge Grant Prograr? There no mention 
of self-sufficiency m these parts of the legislation. 
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Attachment D 



Legislation Referencing S^Xf-sVif f iciency 
Part A"- Strengthening Institutions 

I 

Sec. 311 (a) The Secretary shall carry out a program, m 
accordance with this part, to improve the academic Quality, , 
institutional management, and fiscal stability Sf eligible 
institutions, in order to increase their self-sufficiency 
and strengthen their capacity to make a substantia^ contribution 
to the higher education 'resources of the nation. 



Part D - General Provisions - -"^ 

Sec, 341 (b) An institut^ion, m its application for a grant, shall 
(1) set forth, or describe how ,it will develop, a ,5 
comprehensive development ^jlan to strenqthon the . 
mst i tution ' academic quality and institutional 
managem<Mt, and, otiicrwisc provide fcr institutional 
self-sufficiency and growth.^.; 
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Attachment E 



Regulations Referencing Self-Sufficiency 

624.1 (a) to become self-sufficient - * 

624.6 Definitions ^ 

Self-sufficient , 
Long-term .Grant 
« Short-term Grant 

624.12 Development Grant 

to Groove toward or achieve self-sufficiency 

624.13 ; Allowable activities 

to become self-sufficient 
< 

624.22 Long-Range Pl^jn 

strategy for achieving self-sufficiency 

624.23 Aprlications. for grants under cooperative arrangements 

to achieve self-sufficiency 

624.30 General evaluation of applications 

to achieve self-sufficiency 

624.32 Long-range plan to achieve self-sufficiency 

(a) long range plan provides for self-sufficiency 

(a) (1) moving toward self-sufficiency 

. (a) (2) becoming self-sufficient 

* (b) (1) inhibit it from becoming self-sufficient 

624.33 Contribute to the achievement of self-sufficiency 

624.35 prevent the institution from achieving or sustaining 

self-sufficiency 

624.41 to become self-sufficient 

625.1 to become self-suf f i<^ient - 

626.1 to become self-sufficient ^. 

627.1 " to become self-sufficient 
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Comroent' No. 13. ^ 

i 

Cownen^s and Concerns About the Long-Range Planning Emphasis 

Most of the legislation refers to the fact that institutions need 
help .in long-range planning. It also refers to t;he f Jt that institu- 
tions m4y use funds to plan, to strengthen planning capabilities, to 
enhance planning capabilities or to assist institutions in the pre- 
paration ^of plans (see Attachment P) . ^ 

In* the legislation, the only mandate for planning is in Sec. 341, 
which re fei*ences "a comprehensive plan". ^ 

Does the comprehensive plan relate to plans for the implementation of 
the activities proposed in the application? Does the comprehensive 
plan mean that* every institution m\4St have a detailed, lon^-range 
, plan? 

The vay the proposed regulations are written, every institution without 
a long-range plan will have to apply for a one-year planning grant. 
All other institutions will be funded for 3 years, 5 years, or 4-7 
years. After the institutions ii iish their one-year planning grants, 
there will be very few dollars avaHable for development grants 
because those monies will have been committed — unless Congress 
appropriates additional funds. Was this the intent of Congress? 



/ 
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Attachment F 



Legislation Referencing Planning 

Sec. 301 (a) The Congress finds that 
(2) the problems relate to 

...tno management and fiscal operations of certain 

institutions 
.,,.an inablility to engage m 

....long-range planning 
. .. .recruitement activities, and 
....development activities 
t ^ ' 

Sec. 311 ib) award grants... in order to assist such institutions 
to plan, develop, or implement activities 

Sec. 313 (c) Notwithstanding subsection (a) , the Secretary may 
award a grant to an eligible institution under 
this part for a period of one year for the purpose 
of assisting such institution in the preparation 
"of plans and applications under this part. 

Sec. 321 (a) The purpose of this part is to provide for a 
program of short-term Federal assistance to 
strengthen the 

...planning capabilities 

...management capabilities, and 

...fiscal capabilities 

Sec. 321 (b) may make grants... to plan, develop, or implement 

activities consistent with the purpose of this part. 

Sec. 322 (10) inadequate development offices and a -limifod 
capacity for long-range planning. ^ 

Sec. 323 A grant to enhance tht planning capabilities of an 
institution shall not exceed oj\e year. 

Sec. 341 (b) An institution, m its application for a grant, shall- 
(1) set forth, or describe how it will develop, a 
comprehensive development plan to strengthen the 
institution's academic quality and institutional 
management, and otherwise provide for institutional 
self-sufficiency and growthdncludmg measurable 
objectives for the institution and the Secretary to 
use in monitoring the effectiveness of activities 
under this title) : 
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Mr. Blakev. Mr. Zuniga. 

STATEMENT OF ROBERTO ZUNIGA, COORDINATOR, SPECIAL 
SERVICES TO DISADVANTAGED STUDENTS AND BILINGUAL 
EDUCATION, EAST LOS ANGELES COMMUNITY COLLEGE, AND 
ON BEHALF OF THE HISPANIC HIGHER EDUCATION COALITION 

Mr. Zuniga. My name is Roberto Zuniga. I am former director of 
the institutional development program, and presently serve as co- 
ordinator of special services to disadvantaged students and for bi- 
lingual education at East Los Angeles Community College. I am 
here on behalf of the Hispanic Higher Education Coalition which is 
an organization of 13 Hispanic organizations, specifically address- 
ing the needs of Hispanics in higher education. 

'We address such issues as access, retention, opportunities for pro- 
fessional development, and institutional representation. 

Specifically with regard to title III, there are some things which I 
think that the subcommittee and those making decisions need to be 
aware of with regard to the needs of Hispanics. 

In the 1970s, a number of Hispanic students entered higher edu- 
cation. For example, in our institution we have an increase from 
approximately 33 percent to about 67 percent of the institution 
which is now Hispanic. The influx has made the institution face 
some problems which they were not prepared to deal with and 
we're apparently not dealing with them because in the overall pic- 
ture we are not moving Hispanics from the 2-year institutions that 
most of them are attending to the 4-year institutions, into graduate 
and professional programs. 

At the present time, there is no extensive network of historically 
Hispanic colleges comparable to the black colleges. Therefore we 
need to focus on those institutions where the students are enrolled 
and to take the opportunity we have in the, title III program to 
help those institutions move into the mainstream of higher educa- 
tion in order to improve the whole picture of education for His- 
panics. \ 

There is an apparent problem with the title III ])rogram in that 
the title III staff has no Hispanic employees. A closer examination 
of this concern revealed that there has not been an Hispanic full- 
time staff member on their staff since 1977, Considering the impor- 
tance of this program, it seems important to have such personnel 
and the program is not setting a good example in operating the 
.program for addressing the needs of Hispanics and for developing 
the sensitivity and knowledge to their needs. 

Let me go on to some of our recommendations. The Hispanic 
Higher Education Coalition supports the intent and spirit of the 
title III law as reauthorized in 1980 by Congress. However we have 
senous reservations oyer the regulations as submitted by the De- 
partment of Education. In particular we believe that the regula- 
tions proposed regarding the determination of institutional eligibil- 
ity are unduly restrictive and would eliminate many institutions 
serving Hispanic and other low income students horn consideration 
for the institutional aid programs support. 

Our college is one of the institutions that has graduated, yet \ye 
still need some help, in meeting the needs of Hispanic students in 
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our institutluii, bpcciricall> in some of the ways in which we have 
been usiitg title 411 funds. 

Institutional faculty redevelopment is onQ of those areas and 
there are other things. However, we are no longer eligible because 
of the requirement as established when the average Pell grant cri- 
terion came in, basically because our institution, as many commu- 
nity colleges, does not charge tuition. Therefore, because of that, 
our students tend not to get large grants. Also there is another 
phenomenon which is in our institution. Our students prefer to 
work because of the cost of living. It is not met by the Pell grant 
program. It is therefore to their advantage to work instead of apply 
for grants. 

We are in a situation where we have a large percentage of low- 
mcome students which is not reflected by the Fell grant formula. 
We have examined Senator Denton s proposed technical amend- 
ments on this issue and we agree that they will improve the target- 
ing of title III. We are supportive of Senator Denton's first two 
amendments which woul3 delete the requirement for a high aver- 
age, student financial aid award as a criteria for institutional aid 
programs eligibility. 

Although only four of the 1979 Hispanic title III program col- 
leges have graduate programs, we would also support Senator Den- 
ton s fourth amendment which deals with the computation of E 
and G expenses so that Puerto Rican colleges' ability to secure title 
III funding^would be enhanced. 

I do not want to read any more of what is in my prepared state- 
ment. We would like to submit it to the record. 

However I would like to say with regard to my experience with 
the title III program, that it is important to have a planning re- 
quirement, but it must be a requirement which reflects the real 
needs of the institutions. I would concur with the gentleman who 
proposed that it be tied to an institutional plan which is already in 
existence rather than going on to another one. 

Mr. Blakey. Thank you very much. Without objection, the full 
text of your testimony will appear in the record of this hearing. 

[The prepared statement of Roberto Zuniga follows:] 
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Prepared Statkmknt Preskntkd b\ Robbhto Zlniua. 0:k)rdinatur, Speciau Serv- 
ices TO DiSADVANTAOKI) StLOKNTS AND BlLINUtAL EDUCATION, EaST LoS AnGELES 

College, yok the Hispanic Higher Education Coalition 



Mr. Qiaiman, distinguished Menbers of the Subconinittee, ray max is 
* Roberto Zuniga. I am Coordinator of Special Services to Disadvantaged 
Students and Bilingual Education at East Los Angeles Cbllege and I have 
had the benefit of five years experience with Title III programs at ny 
institution. I am most pleased to appotr before you today to speak on 
behalf of the Hispanic Higher Education Coalition. 

The Hispanic Higher Education Cbtlition represents 13 national Hispanic 
organizations interested in ii^jroving educatioi)al conditions for their con- 
stituencies. As its core puipose the Coalition seeks to increase the par- 
ticipation of Hispanics in postsecondary education. The Coalition has exten- 
sive experience in higher education issues and its meribers have been very 
active in seeking to achieve equity and excellence in higher education, spe- 
cifically in ixsproving educational opportunities for Hispanic students. These 
issued are: 

Access t 

Equal educational access has not been achieved in 4 -year and graduate 
school institutions. Althougji Hispanic enrollments in 2-year institu- 
tions show some promise for the future, transition from community 
.colleges to 4 -year institutions renains a major obstacle. 

Retention 

Graduation rites for Hispanics from high school, 2-year and 4-year 
institutions, and graduate schools continue to be low. The problems 
of retention and transition for Hispanics through the education system 
heed to be addressed. 

Professional Development 

Public and private opportunities geared to increase the professional 
development and placement of Hispanics into career -related fields are 
limited. This is reflected m the extremely low participation rates of 
Hispanic students in graduate and profebsional schools. 

Institutional Rgpres^^ntation 

The lack of sufficient Hispanic representation in local, state, and 
federal education agencies, educational ia' titutions, and federal and 
state advisory panels is an unavoidable coisequence of inadequate pro- 
fessional development. This hinders effective articulation of our prob- 
lems and frustrates the development of strategies to meet our present 
and emerging educational needs. Without equitable representation, 
educational policies and programs will continue to have limited irnpact 
on Hispanic comniinities. 
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With reference to the Title III program which is being considered at 
this hearing, it is iii?5ortant to noti that: 

- In the 1970's, the nuAer of Hispanics going to college increased 
in hi^er education, but the participation rates have remained at 
the same level and Hispanics are still severely underrepresented 
in undergraduate, graduate, and professional schools. 

- In 1978 nearly half of all Hispanics in college were attending two 
year colleges. Forty-two percent (42t) of full tiine Hispanic stu- 
dents were enrolled, in 2 year colleges compared with 23 percent of 
whites. 

- Hispanics enrolled in postsecondary education are concentrated in 

a relatively small nunfcer of colleges and universities. TWenty one 
institutions enroll 2A\ of all Hispanic students on the U.S. main- 
land. When the 34 iiistitutions in Puerto Rico are added, these 55 
schools account for 434 of all U.S. Hispanic students. 

- There is no extensive network of historically Hispanic Colleges compa- 
rable to those of other twixxlations; therefore, our students are enrolled 
in ma)ority institutions*. It requires additional federal efforts to target 
resources upon schools where Hispanics will benefit in order to achieve 
the goal to move those colleges into the mainstream of Higher Education. 

- It IS inmediately apparent that the Title III staff has no Hispanic em- 
ployees. A closer examination of this concern revealed that there has 
not been an Hispanic Ml-time staff meiAer on their staff since 1977. 
Central to the purpose of .this program is serving minority constituents 
in institutions serving such personnel. Yet, the staffing patterns of 
this program are not sdttio^ a good exanple for Oiitimimig tiie purpose 
of the program, particularly for adoressing the needs of Hispanics. 

- The participation of Hispanic readers in the Title III program selec- 
tion cycle must be improved as v*-ell. An inquiry into this aspect of ^ 
the program revealed the following infonnation: 



Year 



Percent of Hispanic Readers hfigrbers of Hispanics/ Total 



1980 
1979 
1978 



S\ 
16% 



11 - 137 
11 - 130 
^tot Available 
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Hispanic participation In Title III since 1972 has been on a limited 
basis as reflected on Table 1. In 1980, funds awarded to Hispanic Title III 
prograas aaounted to $ 6,9 nillion. As a result of even limited Title III 
funding, sdiools serving Hispanic students have been able to improve their 
academic programs. This support has helped nany of these institutions 
strengthen their programs and further develops their institutional capabil- 
ities to reach and ser\'e our students.' 

The Hispanic Higher Education Coalition supports the intent and spirit 
of the Title III law as reauUiorized in 1980 by Congress. However we have 
serious reservations over the re§;ulatlons as submitted T>y the Department oi 
Education. In particular we believe that the regulations proposed regarding 
the determination of institutional eligibility are unduly restrictive and 
would eliminate many institutions serving Hispanic and other low- income 
students from consideration for Institutional Aid Programs support. 

Ve have examined Senator Denton's proposed technical amendments on 
this issue and agree that they will improve the targeting of Title III. 

are support u-e of Senator Denton *s first two amendments which would delete 
the requirement for a high average student financial aid award as a criteria 
for Institutional Aid Programs eligibility. 

Ke are particularly concerned about the effect of Pell Grants upon 
Title II I » E^rt A institutional eligibility. A recent financial aid study 
by MffiC chair Michael Olivas showed conclusively that Hispanic financial 
aid recipients are overwhelmingly reliant upon Pell grants and other federal 
aid: over 9S% of Hispanic freshmen students received grants . However, 
Hispanic students frequently attend low cost cotanunity colleges, and so these 
institutions do not always qualify for Title III funds. This is particularly . 
problematic m California, where approximately one- third of all U.S. Hispanic 
undergraduates are enrolled. 

In recognition of Hispanic students' concentration in coinnunity colleges. 
Congress Jianged the two year college limitation from a ceiling to a floor 
of ?4\. However, the eligibility criteria as proposed would nullify the clear 
intent of Congress on this point. 

Although only 4 of the 1979 Hispanic Title III program colleges have 
graduate programs, we would also support Senator Denton's fourth amendment 
which deals with the conqjutation of E 5 G expenses so that Puerto Rican 
colleges' ability to secure Title III funding uxjuld be enhanced. Island colleges, 
although they are predominantly Hispanic, have not fared well m Title III, 
despite the poverty of the island and eligibility for program funds. Again, 
the lack of Hispanic Title III staff has been a specific problem for Puerto 
Rico, as program officers have limited experience in assisting spanish speaking 
professionals. Rollbacks m Pell Grants have seriously jeopardized Puerto 
Rican college resources, and vt encourage the sii)Co»nnittee to take special 
recognition of this situation. Because the tax resources of Puerto Rican are 
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lower than those of the nmnland U,S, special legislative considerations 
say be in order. 

Finallyj' v,e would support any effort at "grandfathering" previously 
eligible Title III colleges. The intent wuld be to insure that any 
curlcntly eligible institution v^-ould continue to maintain eligiDUity. 
Sueges vAo have served disadvantaged students deserve support, and Congress 
Ss^oSedged this by its special eligibility >,-aivers for Spanish speaking 
aS foS^stSdents. Title HI, properly adniinistered, cou^d P^^^^d^.^^t^PJ^^?. 
«udenw with strengthened institutional resources. Its failure to fully reach 
Hispanic students could be reversed by wasures we have suggested, and by move 
S^t?ive aSstration. Thank you for the of)portunity to present our views 
to you today. 



Table 1 - Title III fuids for Basic and Advanced Institutional Development 
awarded to institutions with 20 percent Hispanic enrollment or 
sore; 1973-1979 ^* 



Fiscal 
Year 


Total^ 


U.S. Niainland^ 


Puerto Rico 


Aflount 
($*000's) 


Percent 3 


Acount 
(S'OOO's 


Percent 2 


AnDunt 
($*000*s] 


Percent^ 



1973. . . 


$ 5,776 


5.3 


19''4 . . . 


, 7,432 


6.8 




. . 7,946 


7.2 


1976... 


6,346 


5.8 




.. S,S68 


7.8 




5,8S6 


5.4 




.. 10,253 


8.8 



$4,876 
6,177 
6,501 
5,061 
6,952 
4,165 
7,462 



4.4 


S 900 


0.8 


5.6 


1,255 


1.1 


5.9 


1,445 


1.3 


4.6 


1,285 
1,616 


1.2 


6.3 


1.5 


3.8 


1,611 


1.5 


6.4 


2,791 


2.4 



IProgran in Title III for institutions with approximately 20 percent Hispanic 
enrollment or more. 

-Fifty States and District of ColUEiibia 
3Percent of total Title III funds appropriated. 

OTE.- Details nay not add to totals because of rounding. 

Sa'RGE: U.S. Departnent of Health, JEducation, and Welfare, Office of Education, 
Bureau of Higher and Cbntinuing Education Factbook: Sunmary of Program 
Infonnation through Fiscal ^ear 1978 and staff report for Fiscal Year 
1979 data. 

* ' In Fiscal Year 1980 Title III funded 24 institutions that serve 
Hispanics for a total of $ 6,926,536. 
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Mr. Blakey. We have time for one question. Concerning the con- 
sortium problem, as I understand it, it forces a school to choose to 
be on a consortium or to pursue an individual grant in part B. 
They are subsequently precluded, if they are In a consortium from 
part B eligibility. Does your reading of the statute make that appli- 
cable to part A, the first part of part A, the 3-year as well as the 4- 
year and 7-year grants? 

Mr. Stewart. Yes, part B is the long-term. That causes the 
major problem. But the amount of money which is available under 
the part A in the short-term js of grave concern to us. The consor- 
tium arrangements— when you have to make that choice, it might 
be possible for the school to get as much as $600,000 a year on an 
individual grant, whereas on a consortium, our consortium has 
been at about Sl.2 million, serving 104 colleges. That means we 
spend about $10,000 a college. Which are you going to choose? Are 
you going to choose to try to get something for an individual col- 
lege at $600,000 or are you going to help 104 colleges? 

We have consistently at Kirkwood tried to help the 104 colleges, 
of which about 25 or 26 we serve every year. We have done some 
very exciting things with it, at a $10,000 cost. But if you give us a 
choice of which we woulci prefer, I think it becomes self-evident. 

Mr. Blakey. If my memory of philosophy and logic is accurate, 

that is called the momentum forced option. 

, Mr. Stewart. There are goin^ to be a lot of colleges which are 
small which do not have the ^sophistication to get one of these 
grants and will not apply because they do not have some of the 
kind of help coming through the consortia. You will not see those 
people here for those grants and some of those colleges are the 
ones who have the greatest needs. If the consortia disappear, they 
will have no chance to get title III money. That will be a grave in- 
justice under this sjjstem. 

Mr. Blakey. Thank yoUr Jenny. 

Ms. Vance. L have nothing right now. 

Mr. Blakey. I would like to thank both of you fdr being here 
today. 

We will adjourn now subject to the call of the Chair. I think we 
will pursue the Chairm^ans suggestion, after I discuss this with 
Miss Vance. We will be in touch with everyone who has offered 
himself to join this group. We will try to get in touch with the De- 
partment and put together a meeting as soon as we possibly can. 

I will now adjourn the hearing. 

[Whereupon, the subcommittee was adjourned, subject to the call 
of the Chair, at 12:42 p.m.] 
[Material submitted for inclusion in the record follows:] 



Hon. Paul Simon, 

Chairniftn, Subcommittee on Post-Secondary Education^ 
Washington, D.C. 

Dlar Mk, Chairman. May 1 respectfull> request that the attached testimony from 
Dr. Edward H. Wilson, Jr., President, Roanoke-Chowan College, be included in the 
oflicial hearing record of the Higher Education Act of 1965 as amended. 



Congress of the United States, 

House of Representatives, 
Washington, aC. November 20, 198L 
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Thank you for yuur atti-iUion to ihis, request, and with every good wish, I am 
=5'"'^'"''^' WaltkkB. Jones. 

Attachment. Roanokk-Chowan Tkchnical Coi.legk, 

Ahoskie, N.C.. (ktober 26. 1981. 

I am writing this testimony as the president of a small community college 
North Carolina which has been fortunate enough to be a user of Title "I <Inslitu- 
tional Aid and formerly Strengthening Developing Institutions) funds We have 
worked extremely hard to develop funLble proposals ""d".this program becau^^ 
the types of students that we serve just happen to be the kinds that the program 
can and should serve. , , „ » , , 

Our school was founded in 1907 m an extremely poor rural area of Northeasterlf 
North Carolina. Since its inception the school has served people who are living in 1 
severe area that is characterized by rural isolation, who have an inconie level that 

IS significantly lower than the state and national averages, and who hold an aca- 

demic level of educational attainment_J]iat fllsojs continually-bclow_statc andnia- 
tional- levels. The population Is W percent black and 40 percent white as is the 
schcwl population. Unemployment stays between two and three percentage points 
above the state average. We do-not consider this a detriment but a challenge to our 

Unfortunately, because of the unique needs of the people, the state funding 
system does not provide enough to start up special programs that are needed lor 
these educationally and economically disadvantaged students. The funding system 
will provide for programs after start up bv its earn-back provisions We simply could 
not meet many of the needs of these "^forgotten" students without external re- 
sources, including Title III. . , t. U :,v,r,.-r>.m>1 

Since we received funding four years ago, our school has been greatly improved 
and in turn our students more adequately served. We were able to develop a com- 
prehensive counseling projjram which provided many of the support services the 
students needed from the time they first enrolled until they were placed on the job 
We also vyere able to improve the management of our financial aid and student 
services with-these funds. „ ' . j j »• r,„™ 

Disadvantaged students are often not prepared for post-secondarv education from 
an academic standpoint. We were able to start a developmental education program 
which provides the more basic skills in reading, English, mathematics and study 
skills Our retention of these high risk students has doubled by providing them 
more skills which they can use to cope with their quest for an education 

The Title III funds have given us the start-up funds for improving the academic 
offerings of the college in another way. We started a nursing education oj)tions pro- 
gram whch provides the training for both practical nurses and .'■e8>stered nurses 
This program is a costly one which also was deman'led by the local area to the poin 
where it had to be offered no matter what. Title III provided the start-up funds that 
allowed us to develop the curriculum and begin instruction without our having to 
close down other needed programs. When the program was evaluated for accredita- 
ti^ by he North Carolina Itate Board of Nursing it received commendations and 
full accreditation even though it had not graduated its. first c ass This is a rare .oc- 
currence, and \ve feel partly the result of the additional start-up funding being 

""Suse of our situation, it is apparent that we have special needs, and it would' 
be extremely difficult for us to serve our student populations without external lund- 
ine. Title III is one of the resources we have used. . „i „. 

\Ve have abvays been eligible institution under Title III We have not always 
used Title III to support our programs. We are now planning for a strong revision o 
our ex IS fn" curricula. We had Hoped that Title III funds would be available as part 
of the paclTage to embark on this revision. We. an institution serving poor, educa- 
tionally disadvantaged and high numbers of minority students, may not be eligible 
uX ttie new guidelines. It is difficult to comprehend why certain things are being 
pursued as appropriate screening mechanisms. I am particularly concerned about 
the provisions on eligibility as related to Pell Grants, We have a very '-rge number 
of individuals on PeTl Grants (59%). This is not a problem in our school but in a 
number of similar schools (based on the community that is served) in North Urol^^^ 
na the percentage is not as high. As community colleges we reflect the populations 
we servraDd since we all tend to serve a high number of educationally as well. as a 
representative number of economically disadvantaged students, it would appear that 
a sliding scale would be a more appropriate means of determining eligibility points 
(Sections 625.2^ li26.2( Of great concern is the proposal to assure that the average 



ER?C . \ U 



\ 



143 

PflLimount uxccfdh tliu tiitlh^nal avcNige foi thu tvpu of school. In the piist we were 
categorized ab public two . > ear tollegeb. The aveiage ia directl> related to the cobt of 
education at these dLhooId. North Carolina coniniunit> colleges have low tuition and 
therefore a lower Pell grant award. Other factors auch <ib residency affect the oize of 
thid a^vard also. We could conceivabl> be ineligible for support with more than half 
of our students on Pell grant* because we offer them low tuition and fees. This does 
not seem appropriate to me. (See attached tabled 

If these proposed regulations are allowed to stand, aI appears that ma>be two of 
the fift>-eight public Loniniunit> colleges from North Carolina will be eligible to 
appl> for funding under Title III next >ear. The colleges in North Carolina have 
received nearl> ^0 grants each >ear and have been eligible for man> other >earSv It 
has> been estimated that as man> as 75 percent of the two>ear colleges in the 
United Stated will be ineligible under the proposed regulations. If it is the intent of 
Congres'j to serve schools in need of aid to the point that the> ,are threatened m 
their ability to aurv Ac. then these institutions should be eligible. Regulations should 
not narrow the pool of proposers, but should enhance the 4ualit> of the proposals 
submitted. It is up to the progr«in>^taff to assure that the evaluation method pro- 
vides the funds for the most iie(fde(i projects. 
Sincerely, 

- EUWARU li. Wll^ON, Jr., 
^ President » 



PELL GRANT AWARD Olf FLRENTlAL FOR A TYPICAL 2 YEAR COLLEGE STUDENT BASED ON STATE Of 

COLLEGE AnENDED 

4 ${j(3efli wtft I Pea xm ^imi i^vSex mitig im 0 15 500) 







f U'tKjn 3nd fees 


f^^^3 costs fO( 
room. t)03rdL 
t)00Ks 


Cost of e<Juat!0o 


» 

Amount tAM 


North Cacolina 




$143 


$1,500 


$1,643 


$732 


South Carciina 




452 


1.500 


1.952 


908 






341 


1.500 


L841 


832 






3!9 


1.500 


M13 


832 


CbSorado 




519 


1.500 


2.019 


932 


NwYotK- 




903 


1.500 


2.403 


1.132 


W3w3fe 


♦ 


629 


1.500 


2.029 


932 






460 


1500 


1.950 


882 


Mm 




736 


1.500 


2.236 


1.032 


Maryland 




542 


1.500 


2.042 


958 






723 


1.500 


2.228 


1.032 



Congress of the United States, 

House of Reprfxentativf^, 
Washington, O.C., Jani/an^ J5, 19S2. 

Hon. Paul Si.MON III, 

Chairman Subcommittee on Postsecomlan Education, 
Washington, D,C 

Dear ConuRESs.man Simun. Your office has recent 1> received a cop> of the com 
ment^ made b> Mr, Stephen M, Smith concerning the proposed Title III regulations 
Mr. Snuth i>» the Director of Development at the Southeastern Community College 
in Whiteville, North Carolina. 

If pobbible. please see that Mf. Snuth'a commentb are recorded in the Committee 
hearing text regarding the proposaL ^ " ^ 

I appreciate your elTorts in this axfca. 

With best wishes. 
Sincerely, 

Charlie Rose. 
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Southeastern Community College, 
Whiteville, September 15, mi. 
Re comments on prq^sed title III regulations CM CFR. Parts 621, 625. 626. and 6271 

Ms. ALFRKDA LlEBERMANN, , . .n tro n^,^^f».^,*t nf 

Chief, Policy and Planning Section, Institutional Aid Programs, US Department of 
Education, Washington, D,C 

Dear^Ms. LiEBERMANN. The purpose in my letter to you is to officially comment 
on the proposed Title 111 Unstitutionnl Aid Programs) Regulations, which began on 
page 37470 of the July 20. 1981. Federal Register. 

The following are comments on the proposed Title 111 regulations* 



Reference: Designation of eligibility. Strengthening program, special needs program. 
♦ P'Sge J 741 

We recommend tbca the Secretary not define a '^substaritiar percentage of stu- 
dents who receive Pell Grants, as "at least 35 percent of its undergraduate students 
who were enrolled iis at least half-time students and were eligibly to apply for* Pell 
Grants in the base year received Pell Grants in that year. ,u , *u 

Instead, we recommend that the Secretary develop a points scale so hat the 
higher its percentage of Pell Grant recipients, the more points an institution will 
receive. Such a points scale has been effective in past years. 

We base our rationale on the basis that many institutions whidU^ been desig- 
nated developing institutior>s" for many years, would suddenly b^detejwinod ineli- 
gible This fact has been Validated by a 'Tield test performed by Dr James _H 
Young. Dr Youngs field t^t involved 20 institutions from the Southeast, applying 
the eligibility criteria sifted in proposed regulations. „ ^ , ... 

Among the twenty institutions, the mean percentage of Pell Grant recipients was 
•>0 percent. This is significantly less than the 35 percent being proposed in the 1 itle 
III regulations. Only six institutions had better than thirty-five percent oPits eligu 
ble students actually receiving BEOG (now Pell) grants in base year 1979-80 

It IS further recommended in the event that the Secretary will not, consider re- 
. verting to the points scale to determine eligibility, that the clause requiring 3{i per- 
cent of eligible students to actually receive- Pell grants, be changed to Id percent 



COMMENT NO. 2 



Reference: Bonus points . • ... 

We understand that bonus points" will no longer be given to an institution in 
determining its eligibility. We recommend that "bonus point, be givpn to /"fn* 
tution who serves a high number of economically disadvantaged students and to, in- 
stitutions who,are located in a rural isolated area. 

COMMENT NO. 3 

Reference: Reader panels 

We understand that the re^>der panels who will review grants to recommend fund- 
ing will not have any proi^am staff representative. We recommend that a staff rep- 
resentative serve on each^eader panel. ^ 

COMMENT NO. t 

Reference: Deftnition of "self-sufficient " . • 

We recommend that the Secretarv further refine and clarify exactly what is 
meant when it is stated that an institution must be "self-sufficient at the conclu- 
sion of the long term development grant. We concur with the comments on this 
matter submitted by the ACCTion Consortium. 

COMMENT NO. 5 

Reference: Extension of the September IS comment period 

We stronglv recommend that the comment period be extended beyond the Sep- 
tember lb date. Our reasoning is that these ^jroposcd regulations are indeed sub- 
stantiaf' regulations, governing a program of i>l29 6 million dollare 

We further suggest that a public hearing be conducted regarding the I roposed 
Title III regulations for the sake of more defined public comment 

I thank vou for the opportunity to submit these comments to you 
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i hope you will give them your utmost consideration. 
Thank you, , * 

Sincerely, \ 

\ Stephen M. Smith, 

\^ Director of Development, 

^ o • ■ 



\ 
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